~ COMMONWEALTH OF PENNEYLVANIA
NNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITE@ROMMISSION
.0. BOX 3265, HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265

R4 REPLY PLEASE
REFER TO OUR FILE

October 24, 2006

Katherine E. Lovetie Esquire -
Hawke Mckeon Srmiscak & Kennard LLP : _E ! '
100 North Tenth Street g Og KEE Ei ;

~ PoBox 1778 0CT 2 4 2008
~ Harmisburg Pa 17105

Re:  Vince Marino v. Venizon Pennsylvama I

- | C-20055656 D CUMENT
Dear Ms Lovette: | ‘ F@LD Eﬁ

On Octuber 20, 2006, Vince Marino filed Exceptions to the Initial Decision of
Administrative Law Judge John H. Corbett in the above captioned matter. Our review of the
Exceptions revealed that no certificate of service or other indications of service accompanied that
filing. Accordingly, we have enclosed a copy of the Exceptions for your use. This shall
constitute service of the Exceptions for purposes of 52 Pa, Code §5.533.

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §5.535, you shall have ten (10) days from the date of
service of the enclosed Exceptions to reply. The Exceptions were filed October 20, 2006.
Although the Exceptions were timely filed, due to the failure of Vince Marino to note service on
Verizon Pennsylvania Inc , and in order to avoid prejudice to either party, we shall deem the
filing date to be the date of this letter for purposes of Section 332th) of the Public Utility Code,
66 Pa. C.S. §332(h), relating to the ime for Commussion consideration of Exceptions.

Sincerely,

§ ety

James ‘T McNuhy
Secretary

Enclosure

nvl

ec: Vinee Marino
3324 Dawson Street
Pittsburgh Pa 15213 ,
Office of Spesial Assistants , B T’
Document Folder : i
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Vince Marino | - 1 TSN
3324 Dawson St Coj - BT
Pgh,Pa 15213 ; Pose L o 525

Phone (412) 682 - 6733 o
(412) 225 - 0017 , . "0

Ref: Public Utility Commission Case C - 20055656 D @ G U ? 913 E N T
FOLDER

Kathenne E. Lovette & Venzon Pa Inc Honorable Judge John H. Corbett Jr, James J. McNulty secretary
of Pennsylvama Public Utility Commission.

Tothe mvolved parties involved in the case listed above,

I'm incloseing a update note, this is not a Exception just a note of what is happening I'm not in any diagreed
state with the order rendered.Inside you will find information i have submitted and presently investagateing

the abnormal phone conditions are still present,please adhere to the proper actions the involved parties need

to follow,after the intial deciston exception time has concluded i would like to know after the 45 day order,how
are we going to know if the appropiate actions where taken as ordered by the judge Please in some time one
of the parties notify me of what wili become of the order if the problem is still present as is will there be a fine

or penalty imposed on Verizon Pa Inc as of the dates listed no actions have been rendered to my phone service
and past recent and present investagation findings of out of standard phone service have been found continuely,
and reported to Verizon and the authority's.

, On October 16, 2006 as written inside this note Vice President Ralph S. Giglio of Americom Inc. while pref
oming a test and measurement on Mr Marino's home phone varified again a conversation of another party on
‘Mr Marino's phone line coming frorm Vernzon Pa Inc it was witnessed by both Mr Giglio and Mr Marino.

This is very important to the fact that someone is on Mr Marino's Phone line and as reported by Mr Marino
hearing party on his phone line while recieving and makeing phone calls at (412) 682 - 6733 as this is being
confirmed time and time again it is covert and invasion of privacy Verizon is not correcting this problem:.

Invasion of privacy is a federal felony and a state crime,i'm sincedy adviseing Verizon fo comrect this tssue

there are over 3 torts involved in this,

PHONE SERVICE IS STILL BEING INTERRRUPTED AT MR MARINO'S HOME NUMBER IN ISSUE
(412)682- 6733

MR MARINO WAS ADVISED TO CONTACT POLICE IN PITTSBURGH RATHER CALL VERIZON INC PA.
INFORMATION WAS TOLD BY BRENNAN M YARNOT, CPP

Inclosed is a update note, all findings will be submitted at reasonable time before 45 day period of order
is rendered,Mr Marino is investagateing all issues and related personal as well as the servics as o who
is ordering the false and misguided information to him and the PUC Commission. This a very dangerous

- problem we are involved in finding eves dropping on a phone service at the providers termination facilty
with out & court order its been confirmed over § times.

sy O




- Vinee Marino
3324 Dawson St
Pgh,Pa 15213

Phone (412) 682 - 6733
(412) 225 - 0017

Tp all parties of concern infegards to case C - 20055656 Vince Marino v.s Verizon Pa Inc.

Ref Note this is not a objection to the Honorabledohn H. Corbett JR deciston or any type of (Exceptions)
again this is a note to what has occured from the time Verizon Pa Inc. has visited Mr Marino's home

for look into the matter of the improper and actual illegal phone service that is being provided to Mr Marino
at 3324 Dawson St Pgh,Pa 15213 phone number (412)682 - 6733.

As of the date September 20, 2006 and to the order rendered on that date, it is known that Verizon Pa, inc.
has been contacted over 6 more timas do to phone transmission problems and abnormal activity that
is going on at Mr Marino's home phone (412)682 -6733 it is also documented by Americom Inc dates of
July 28, 2006 and October 16, 2006 that the phane service that is being provided to Mr Marino is still and .
presently out of Pennsylvania State laws and Federal Comunication Ciatation laws which the state adoptes

- 1ts regulations from From the closeing of the formal hearing Verizon has been contacted numerous times and
police reports filed to the matter Mr Marino was called by Trish a Verizon employee inregards to Venzon sched
uleing to vistt the home of Mr Marino in October which was the second week of the month the exact date was not
tooken.at the visit Verizon inspected Mr Marino's inside wireing and as found had no problems,they also tested the
outside l0op and termination box the intire test lasted about a half hour to 45 minuetes roughly the group from
Venzon visted the home about a hour and a half in time or less.No findings where dislosed to Mr Marino,at the date
of October 16, 2006 Amencom inc visited the home of Mr Maninto test and investagation preformed by Vice preside
nt Ralph S. Giglio as in July's findings again was Verizon provideing Mr Marino with improper phone service it found
other disturbances on the ine and found confirmed a party coverseing on the fand line.
Mr Giglio's findings will be sent in after the time has finished to the Intial Decision for any exceptions to be filed.
it is outrageous that Verizon is altowing this to happen,in the final term of the 45 day order that will possiably take
effect ordering Verizon to repair thair facility's Mr Marino and its hired exspert and telecomunication firm Americom
inc will continue to investagate the improper phone service and provide the data that is found. ~ '
It is relevant that Verizon Pa Inc. is not preforming the proper inspection at their own property meaning someone or
a group are allowing this to bappen it is a serious problem Verizon is not correcting.
Mr Manno's right to a safe phone service are being broken possiable and a sure inspection has varified other parties
on Mr Marino's phone line, evidence of covert listening device was reported do to the line tests and line current measure
ments that Americom Inc has providedMr Marino is paying for phone service and a monthly repair fee for any problems
that might normally occur to his phone line but the problem happening is being done continuely to his phone on-
Verizons property and facilities.

At the date in Cctober when Verizon's test group visited Mr Marino’s home the main objective by security investa
gator Brennan M. Yamot,CCP to the problem was don't call Verizon to report phone trouble anymore just call the
police and file reparts to the police,Mr Marino has spoken to police and turned this matter into FBI Headquarter's
in Pittsburgh aswell it is the property of Verizon of Pa Inc. that this problem is happening not in the home of Mr
Marino's Vertizon is playing a game and appearantly hideing @ serious problem that someone is allowing to go
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or this wilf be investagated conﬁnue!y and all necessary pertinient measures to the problem will be adressed
to Verizon Pa Inc and the commission, as of the date the ordered rendered Verizon did not take any records

Note to Verizan Pa Inc. Mr Marino has not stopped paying the monthly phone bill he is paying to have this inves
1agated the right to safe phone service is being continuely broken please adress this note, as of the date and
take the corrective measures Mr Marino is not changeing phone service as mentioned by Trish that is a poor
excuse to tell a customer Mr Marino or the past bil} payer on the phone listed (412) 682 - 6733 has never in

over 30 years reported such a problem to be adressed. )

{ Note Trish is a Venzon rep of some sort her last name was not taken}

As to Federat Communications Commission Created 151 Mr Manno's right to phone service being provided
to (412) 682 - 8733 is unsafe and not in a rapid efficent manner and not to state transmission requirements,
and ha is paying for it on top of the problem and a monthly repair charge

If Mr Marino has reported numerous disconnects no dial tones static and other issues and it was found by a
exspert telecormunication firm it is relevant that i a accident and in need of 811 3 loss of phone service would
be a unsafe way to have phone service and Mr Marino's father does reside at his home and is in a heart con
dition state so this note to ail parties is a serious update to the problem happening.

Incloseing Americom Ingc vice president Ralph S. Giglio has reported this to Verzon Pa Inc secunty investaga
tor Brennan M. Yarnot, CCP exsplained to hirn of the high current now found and the other findings.it is Oct
ober 19, 20086 that this note is wrilten and no affimative corrective phone service is being provide to Mr Manno.
From all the data collected and the concentrated evidence of the problems and the mentioned fistening devices
on Venzon's facihty it is relevant that criminal activity is going on and that Verizon is allowing thisto go on it is

to involved to say that this is a normal problem and as reported to police and the reports of Americom it is not
normal of a problem. ,

ifitis found that a eriminal in Verizon has allowed or is assisting the party reported to law inforcement recog
nized on Mr Marino's land line and also reported to Venzon security the appropiate criminal actions will tooken.

/ Yours Truly ;
’ . o
At ¥, %AW
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BY HAND DELIVERY | oo ?;
James J. McNulty, Secretary , “‘E'g_: o il
- Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission o , Z;a = X
Commonwealtl: Keystone Building D @ @ U M = N T g ~ _::;
400 North Street - Filing Room Rialhidhiit A B Q P -
P.0O. Box 3265 | g‘:@ LD Eﬁ c -
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3205 :

CRE: Vince Marino v. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc. Docket No. C-20055656;
EXCEPTIONS

Dear Mr. MeNulty

Enclosed, for filing with the Commission i the above-captioned matter, are an original
~and nine (9) coptes of Exceptions of Verizon Pennsylvania Inc. Copies of mxs filing have been
served iy accordance with the attached Certificate of Service.

[F vou have any questions regarding these filings, please contact me.

Ver) truly yours,

//M{WN $ <G

Katherine . Loveue

Cournsel for Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.
KEL/das

Enclosures ; SR
ce: Per Certificate of Service

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1778 HARRISBURC, PA 17108
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Katherine E. Lovete

Attorney LD, No. Y1438
Hawke McKeon Sniscak & Kennard LLP
100 North Tenth Street ‘
4 o P O.Box 1778
‘ @@%@E‘?E Harrisburg, PA 17105-1778
B (717) 236-1300
a kelovette@ihmsk-law.com

oCT 8 1 2006

Counsel for Verizon Peansylvania Inc.

DATED. October 25, 2006
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Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.533, Verizon Pennsylvania klnc, ’(” Verizon PA™ or
“Company”'} hereby excepts in part to the Initial Decision (“LD.) QfAdmi’nistrative Law Judge
John H. Corbett, Jr. (AL issued on October 5, 2006 granting in part the complaint of Vince
Marine (“*Complainant™). |

I Surmmary

The genesis of this case is Complainant’s persistent and unsupported belicf taal sone
- unidentified individual or individuals are somehow conducting surveillance upon him by tapping
his telephone }inc,i Based on that supposition. the Complainant barraged Verizen PA with
reports of trouble (75+ culls or contacts in roughly one vear), claimed to support his wirctap or
it)terception belief. ranging from clicks or noises on his line to crosslalk.’ Verizon PA, giving
the Complainant the benefit of any dknubt, made extraordinary investigations. and indeed, made

replacements and changes of certain facilities, to assuage and address Complainant’s concerns.

¥

" Because the poruon of tus origioal formal complamt alleging that some third party was wiretapping his telephone
fine was disnussed for lack of Commission junsciciion, and because his Motion seeking 1o have s formal
gompiaint somehow tansferred by the Compmssion (o the Anorney General’s offive was dismissed, 1.D. at 1.2,
Complainant has persisted in his claims of “rose” on his telephone fine in an attempt o have the Commission foree
Verzon PA 1o address his claims that a third party & tumpering with bis teleghone service. This is even more
apparent from Coniplainat™s letter addressed to the Commission after isseance of the Initial Decision in which
Complamant states that there continues to be o “covert” invasion of privicy and that *Verizon is not correcting this
problem” and that “someone or a group is allowing this t happen™ and that Verizen has failed 1o/ detect this. The
letter indicates that Mr. Marino believes that because the third party tampering is otiurring at some location outside
of hus feme, that it1s Verizon PA's responaibility 10 deal with Respecttully, Verizon PA has tested and inspected
its fuciliies on numigrous occasions and has found pothing abnormal. If Verizon PA had found evidence of illegal
wmpering, the Company would report such evidence o the police. Verizon PA's duty pursuant to the Public Unlity
Loode 1810 provide reasonable telephone service to Complainant, and that is the only scepe of this proceeding. To
the extent something ilegal is being perpeirated by third parties which 13 outside the knowledge or control of
Verizon PA, i1y sulely a matter Tor the police. For convenience, s copy of the Mr Maring’s letter is attached hereto
s “Attuchment A7 ' ,

* In fact, the Complainant even barraged the ALY's office staff with telephone calls in furtherance of pursuing his
vomplaint with the Commission to the extent that the ALE was, regretfully, forced to send a letter 1o Complainan:
metructing him that he was oo longer permntted Lo call the ALY s office because his “incessant calling” had become
“wsevere burden upou our adounistrative staff” A copy of the letter is attached herete as “Attachment B.”




In the 1D, the ALJ found that the only objective technical evidence presented by
'(c;mphimam s technical witness® was “in equilibrium™ with the evidence presented by Verizon
PA's technical witness and that the technical testimony offered by the Complainant therefore

“did nat preponderate.™

Nonetheless. after making this finding, the ALJ concluded tﬁat the
C'Tgatnplaiﬁant had nevertheless met his burden of ‘proof and that Verizon PA had provided
umneasonable service. The ALY compounded his error by virtuuliy ignoring sigm' ficant technical
Cevidence produced by Verizon I’A that counters any cunglusiﬁn of unreasonable service,
mdudlng Verzon PA's extraordinary efforts to check every p‘ossible source of problems on the
Company’s side.

Regarding Complainant’s  remaiting _ailcgutiohs ‘of’ “noise.,” the record shows
Compluinant has aged cordless telephones and v:xriouS other equiﬁmént attached to his telephone
line, :md’, in one instance, had a bad inside wire connection.® The record shows Verizon PA
icsicn! us facilities on at least 75 occasions in the past year, méluding 33 cceasions when tests
were preformed by tu_hmcmns dispatched to Complainant’s location and one occasion when a
full 10t ’u mspection was performed by a technician accompanied by an area nxaﬁager and no
abnormalities or problems with Verizon PA's facilities or service were detected.® The record
also shows that Verizon PA took measures above and beyond what wus required, mcluding
making unnecessary changes to the Cmmpany'& facilities on muitiple occasions. in order to
ensure there wits no problem attributable to Verizon PA’s facilities or the service Verizon PA

provided 1o Complainan:.”

*Toward fulfillment of his wiretap fixation. the U,:»mplama ot hired un “eapert™ to condust tests and look for
wiretiaps  See Complainant Exh Nos 123 :
"L ati?

*Tr. 2933, 44,45
" T 89,94, 103
FTe 103, 138139,

s
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Even if. for the purposes of argument, there were problems with Verizon’s system, that
would not dmaw a conclusion of inadequate or unreasonable service. The statute, at 66 Pa.C.S.
§ 1501, does not require perfect service, but rather adequate and reasonably continuous service.
In other words, the inquiry is, when there are reports of problems occurring, did the utility act
reasonably and address the problems? Here. the record could not be clearer that Verizon PA
acted more than reasenubly to address and o mitigate the Complainant’s reports of problems,
Accordingly, it was clear error for the ALJ to conclude that the Company provided unreasonable
service - Therefore, Verizon PA respectfully excepts as follows:

Exception No. 1! Verizon PA Excepts To Conelusion of Law No. 2

Beeause Complainant Did Notr Meet His Burden Of

Proving Verizon PA Provided Him With Unreasonable
Service.

I, Inthis case, the record shows that Verizan PA not onlj acted reasonably, but took
extraordinary measures, including making vnnecessary changes to the Company’s facilities on
multiple occasions despite baving detected no problems occurring, ixi its attempis to investigate
and address the problems C‘mmplainam reported 1o the Company.® Indeed, the ALJ found that
Verizon PA has given its “best efforts™ to ensure that there are no prablems occurring with the
Company’s facilities or the service Verizon PA has provided to the (‘amplainaxit‘ In light of this,
it was ereoneous tor the ALY o hold that Verizon PA provided unrcasonable service to

Complainant

"T“r 103, 138-139

"LD w19 The ALY also x.arreczl» held that, because the Company has wvoluntarily expended time and efforts to
mvestziade and mitigate the problems the Complainant ceported. ao civil penaity would be warranied, even if
Yerizon PA had provided uureasonable service to the Compluinant. 1D, at 20,




® @
A. Complainant did not meet his burden to prove that the noise and
crosstalk he has complained of was caused by a problem with Verizon
PA’s facilities or serviee.
2 Complainant did not present evidence thzit shows the problems Complainant has
reported experiencirg when using his telephone resulted from Vcrizo’n PA’s facilities or from the
guality af service V en/m PA pl()wdk,d to Complamnant: therefore, the ALY was incorrect to hold
Complainant met his burden of proof. After finding that the technical testimony presented by
Complainant’s witness did not outweigh the technical tcstimany’presented by Verizon PA’s
witness. the ALJ incarrectly held that Complainant haed met the burden to prove Verizon PA
provided himn with unreasonable service. The ALJ unduly relied on “additional testimony” by
Mr C.nglm which, m part consisted of casual observations (not test resu ts) by Mr. Giglo. to
“tp” xhe evidence over the “prependerance” standard, finding that this “additional testimony™
corroborated (Jmnplzxim.mz’s claims that he continues to experience interference with his
’ telephene. '

3 The “additional testimony” the ALIJ relied upon to support his finding that
Complainant met his burden of proof consisted of Mr. Giglio's statements that: 1) he heard loud
notse when Complainant first called him in October of 2005: " 2, he heard others mlking on the
line when testing Complainant’s facilities in October of 2005 and during the inspection of
Compluanant’s facilities in December of 2005 when Complainant “handed him the telephone:™

and 3) he weasured crosstalk on three occusions when he tested Cmnplzﬁnam’s facilities.”

However, the ALL was incorrect o tind that Complainant met his burden of proof based on these

P w03, 19 A zmdmu that Camplamant continues 1 cxpersm,c mierference when using his telephone is not
the equivalent t a fin ding that such interference resufts from the service Verizon PA provides and is not enough to
support @ hofding tat Verizen FPA provided unreasonable service despite all other record evidence to the contrary.
P s

1D atly.

YiDoatte.
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isulated observations made when wsing his own' or Mr. Marino’s telephone eqﬁr}mnen! {which
could have caused the disturbances) or based upen messurements of crosstalk without any
evidence showing Verizon PA’s facilities caused the measurements 1o occur.

4. First, the ALJ cites Mr. Giglio's teStim\my about “what he heard on
Complainant’s telephone service” when Complainant first telephened him in October of 2005;F
however, the rccufd shows this noise was likely caused by a probiemn with Complainant’s inside
facilities that Mr. Giglio detected and repaired during his first visit to Complainant’s residence.
Mr. Giglhio testitied that upon his first inspection of Complainant’s residence in Uctober of 2005,
he found an abnormality m an inside rack that he repaired and that he admitted would cause
problems such as clicking, pops, and crosstalk.'® The record also shows that Complainant has
lots of equipment attached o his telephone line inside his 1@1:1& that could cause the types of
problems Complainant has reported, inc]uding a dial-up personal computer, a fax machine, a
wall-tmounted telephone. two cordless telephones, a Radio Shack “recording control.™” and a
burglar alarm.®  Thus, Mr. Giglio’s statement that he heard a noise on the line whén
{Cemplainant ﬁm catled himy does not prove that Verizon PA provided unreasonable service

5. Second, the ALJ cited Mr. Giglio's testimony that he heard crosstulk' on two

oceasions while he was present at Complainant’s residence, and. third. that he measured

* When Mr Giglio allepedly heard a loud noise when Mr Marino called him the first time, the problem could have
been nceurring oo Mr Ciglie's end. ‘

LD ariE

T, 44-35

¥ Complainant testtied that ts 15 a device that plugs imto a phone jack which recards telephone calls, Tr 31.

FID ar 3 Tro 14<15, 29-31 While the AL) noted that Complairant disconnected the cordless telephones for a
period of one month but sull experienced problems, Tr. 15-16, there is no evidence that he also disconnected all of
the olhwr equipment sttuched 1o the telephone bne during that period. Also, the ALY's statement that the “problems

wontipued after Mr Gigho cleared the problem with the bedroom jack,” L. at 18, is supported only by the fact that

Complaiant continued to report these problems to the Company  These problems couid easily have been caused by
the vquipment Complamant had attached to his phune line inside his residence. The mere fact that Complainant
continued 1o report experiencing the same problems when using the same equipment inside his home after Mr
Giglio left his premises is no substitute for evidente that there was some problem occurring with Verizon PA's
syster, especiaily m light of the fact that Verizon PA lested its fucilities over and over agamn and found oo
abnormalitiey
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crosstalk as a decibel reading the three occasions Mr (’ﬁglio performed tests at Complainant™s
residence while Venzen's technician ook no measurements or “made no findings”™ of
érosxz:z%k.w Aguin, Mr. Giglio stated that he heard cross talk wh}:n Complainant “handed him the
phone” indicating that the problen could have been caused by the telephone unit itself, or other
equipment attached w the telephone line  The record’ Shows, however, that the kinds of tests
Vérizon PA’s tcchnicians’mut‘ineiy perform. and have performed at Complunant’s location
numerous times, wonld hove zletec'!e?I the kinds of problems that cause noise and crosstatk, if
they wcr§ ovcurring on Verizon PA's system?® Furthermore, Mr. Giglio himself admitted that
the “crosstalk”™ he apparently measured and heard could have been caused by “enternal forces™
such as “ervironmental conditions™ or a police car transmutting over it microphone near
Complainant’s residence.?!  Therefore, Mr. Giglio's testimony regarding  “crosstalk™ ‘was
‘Substami’ally rebutted on the record. as was his other technical testimony, and could not serve as
a rebiable basis for the ALY's conelusion.

0. Moreover, even if My, Giglio's wsinnon} regarding isolated incidents of
“erosstalk™ were proved to be due to Verizon‘é facilities. {which tﬁc wiiness conceded he coulé
not prove) these few isolated incidents are not sufficient w prove Verizon PA provided
unreasonable service. Verizon PA is not required to provide perfect service. Here Mr. Giglic
admitted that the level of crosstalk that he actually heard on Complainant’s line wés not so loiid

that it would have prevented Complainant from using his telephene service. “You could have

LD acty.

T 37,154

“ e g4, ,

= Moser v PECC) Energy €= 2003 WL 22860199 (Pa PUC) (citing Maldonado v Pocona Water Co . 1994 Pa
PUC Lexis 93 and dnowerphone, toe v Bell Telephone Co of P4, 1993 o PUC Lexis 703, Trautman v Vertzon
Penmsylvanie. Ine.. PUC Docket No. C-20065804 (Initial Decision dated April 21, 2006, adopied as Commission
final decision by Order entered June 2, 2006) (even if clicking roises reported on rumerous occasions by
complamants had been caused by the utihity's facibties, there wus no violation of the pablic utility code because,
wihi fe noise was unnoying, it was not preventing complainents from usivg the telepbene service).

6




"2 Mr. Giglio's testimony that the AL} found “corroborates”

t;xlked mre:‘?it very casily.
Complainant’s reports of crosstalk on a few occasio’ns does not raise to the level of meeting the
burden te prove unreasonable service, especiatly in light of the record evidence that Verizon PA
tested its facilities on at least 75 occasions and dispatched technicians to performed additional
tests on at least 33 oceastons and found no abnormalities ot problems okccurring, with \"eriz“on
PA’s service™  The ALPs holding that Complainant met his burden 1o prove Verizon PA
provided Complainant with unreasonable service based upon this “additional testimony™ by Mr.
Gigho is erroncous. 1t 1s entirely lacking in wchnieafproof and Mr. Giglie himself never
identified Verizon PA as the source of the problem and indeed volunteered that other sources
could be causing any problems. |

7. In sum., Complamant did not present evidence shdwing that Verizon PA caused
the problems he reported experiencing and did not meet his burden to prove Verizon PA
provided him with unreasonable service. In fact. Mr. Gighio testified that. in his expert opinion.
the types of problems he allegedly detected could only result from four causes. (1) the telephone
line rumning threugh a building instead of directly frem C‘,m‘nplainmﬂ’s{ residence 1o the
Compuny’s Central Office; (2) a “very long” line running from Complainant’s residence to the
Cfxﬁ):ﬂp:lﬂy’b Central Office: (3) a conditioning device such as a bridge or load coil placed on the
line; or (4} a device improperly placed on the telephone line by tampering of a third party outside
ol Complainant’s residence.”® However. the record, incl‘uding Mr. Giglio's own testimony that
the line providing seevice 1o Complainant was not long enough to cause these problems.?” shows

“tnat the first three conditions identitied by Mr. Giglio are not present on Verizon PA’s tacilities

=T 70 (empiasts added).

U Tr, 89, 99, 103, Venzon PA Exh Nus, | & 2.
e 73, 84
e 72:73.
S




® @
prr;w:ding service to Complainant,”® leaving only tampering by a third party as a possible cause
of the prubléms Mr. Gighio alleges he detected. according to his own tc:stim{my. o
8. In short. there simply is no record evidence proving that Verizon PA's f‘aulmeq
were causing the reported problems or that the service Verizon PA pravided to Complainant was
'unrem«i{)nabéeﬁ and the ALJFs holding based upon the additional evidence including isolated.

casual observances, cannot stand.

B. Verizon PA’s service and reaction to the trouble reports do not constitute
inndeqguate or unreasonable service.

9. The record shows Verizon PA kz'espcmkdcd more than reasonably to C?omplninanl*s
repeated reports of experiencing problems using his telephone. First, the record shows Verizon
PA ran an automated mechanized loop test ("MLT”) from the Central Office on all of the 75
oceasions in the course of a year when (Tomplnincln{ reported experiencing problems to the

¥ Second, on 33 occasions that year, Verizon PA dispatched technicians w

Compuny.
Complarant’s inc:ﬂi(m to run further tests and perform further inspections, even though the
inital MLTs revealed that no problems were occurnng.”’ Third, in response to Complainant’s
Formal Complan, \ferizon PA dispatched a technician and his area supervisor to Cdmplainant’s

Jocation on December 29, 2003 in order to run a complete. 100% inspection of Verizon PA’s

facilities to ensure that there truly were no problems ceeurring ¥ Additionally, Verizon PA

T 138, 3‘9 Hu: teabseript of testimony reads, i part, “there’s no focas on the hine,” however the context of the
statervent makes clear that this s a typographical error and that the word “lovals™ should have been transcnibed as
' Imd conls”

I, s 1 suggested by the questicns Complaumant asked his own witness and the questions he askcd Verizon PA’s
witiess £ 11 77-79, 81, 145, 146, 156}, Complamant believes the “interference™ he ¢laims he experiences when
using s telephune s caused by improper taspering of 4 third party, that 18 a matter for law enforcement agencies te
mvest.gate The only issue in thiy case is whether the service that Verizen PA provided to Cun*p!mmm Was
masm able, and the record evidence shows that it was.

1. 89,99

““Ie. 103-104; Verizon PA Exh No 1 As is shown on Verizor PA Exh Ne. 1, 23 of the 33 dispatches were to
rcspund tw spectiic reports of transinission nowse.

* 1. tus-tuo.




® @

preformed tests on its facilities that Complainant’s technical witness. Mr. Giglio. could not
perform because he did not have full access 1o the Company's facilities®  Despite the
(Z‘m}pany‘sy testing and re-testing its tacilities and system on numerous and frequent occasions
w response to Complainant’s reports, Verizon PA was unable 1o detect any problems occurring
with its tacilities or the serviee it was providing to Complainant.™

10, Additionally, Verizon PA volumarity expended time and resources to attempt to
mitiga(w the problems Complaint reported but that the Company did not detect. The record
shows that Venzon PA made physical changes to its facﬂ'mcs on several occasions in order to
ensure that the Company’s ihéiliﬁes could not be the source of the frequent problems
memlain:mi reperted expeniencing.  These chenges included changing the cable pair serving
Complainant on several occasions, adding noise suppressors o the line, changing the originating
cquibmcm providing Complainant’s service fron: the Central Office. removing excess cable from
the fliné providing Complatnant’s service. and removing conditioning devices such as bridges or
: ~load coils. ¥ Verizon's technical witness testified that there was nothing else that Verizon PA
had not already done that he could recommend in order 0 further uddress the Complainant’s
reports of problems.’ In fact, Mr. Giglio himself admitted that the changes Verizon PA made to
its facilities in an attempt to respond to Complainant’s reports of problems would have corrected
the kinds of pmbiems he reported experiencing “to a 99%” degree of ceﬂamty.‘* !
| Fl. - Thus, the record is replete with evidence that Vericon PA  responded
upperriatc}‘y, and more than reasonably. to Complainant’s frequent complaints of experiencing

~ problems using his telephone. In the ahsence of record evidence showing that the instances of

e 13

T 103, 106,132,
B Tr 03, 384139

* Te 139,

ot 74 (emphusis added).



“mterference™ reported by Complainant resulfed {rom a problem with Verizon PA's facilities or

service, the ALJ was incorrect to hold that Complainant met his burden of proof.

C The Commission reeently dismissed a similar complaint where there was
evidenrce of a noise occurring but no evidence that the noise was caused by
the utility’s facilities and where, as here, the utility acted appropriately to
test and ensure no problems were occurring with the utility’s facilities.

12, The Commission recently dismissed a similar cumpmint by a telephone customer
who reported clicking noises on mhnemm oceasions (o the teiephone company. In Drautmann v
Verizon ["L‘ml.'sr‘yli-’mlid Inc.® even though the ALJ accepted as true that the complainants
frequently heard a clicking noise on their telephone ling, the complaint was dismissed because
there was insufficient evidence to prove that the clicking noise was caused by the uriliyy’s
facilities. The ALJ in Trauimann found that because Verizon PA had dispatched tec‘hﬂiciéns to
the lwcatioix' on several occasions but had found no problems. including one occasion where a
s,ixpervisarf a:ccqmpanied the technician as occurred in this cuse, the Company had acted
reasénably to ensure reasonable service:

As an mitial matter, the Complainant has failed to demonstrate that the
Respondent’s facilities were causing the clicking noise. . . . The evidence -
all indicates that the clicking noise was caused by something other than
the Respondent’s facilities.

In this case, the record indicates that the Respondent repeatedly dispatched
technicians to the Complainant’s apartment to mvestigate the alleged
telephone service problems.  The respondent™s technicians performed
numerous tests and preventative repairs at the Complainant's apartment in
an attempt o assure that the Complainant received adequate and
reasonable service. © On those occasions that the Respondent did not
dispatch technicians. it performed a mechamzed loop test which revealed
no malfunction of its equipment.

The Respondent acted reasonably in this case. 1 conclude that the
Respondent’s conduct in attempting to correct the clicking noise described

¥ PUC Docket No. C-20065809 at 9-10 (lontial Decision dated Apr:d 21, 2006, adopted as Commission fina!
decision by-Order entered June 2, 2006).




by the Coniplainant was adequate and reasonable and thus did not violate
either the Public Utility Code or Commission regulations,
Based on the evidence produced. 1 conclude that the Complainant has
failed 10 prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent
provided unreasonable or inadequate service by failing to fix the clicking
noise from the Complainant’s phone line or by failing to dispatch a
technician in response to each of the Complainant’s service complaints.
Trawtmeann. Initial Decision at 9-10
13.  As demonstrated above. in this case there is more than ample record evidence
showing that Verizon PA acted reasonably, and even took measures bevond what was required,
- order to investigate and attempt to address the problems Cemplainant {requently reported
Cexperiencing,  Also, there is a lack of evidence here showing that the problems Complamnant
reported experiencing were caused by Verizon PA’s facilities or service.  Therefore, as in
Arawmann, here the Complainant failed to meet his burden of proof and the complaint should
have been denied i 1ts entirety.
CONCLUSION
The ALJ here was correct in his finding that Verizon PA has put forth its “best efforts™ in
this case to respond o Complainant’s reports of experiencing problems when using his
telephone.™ The record is simply not adequate to support the ALI's untenable conclusion that

Verizon PA provided unreasonable service 1o Complainant.

-

Finoay

1




Based upon the above, and based upon the entire record in this case, the Exception of

Verizon Penmsylvania Inc. should be granted, and the Formal Complaint at Commission Docket

Ng. C-200065656 should be denied in its entirety.

- ». 1 g

AiHoins £ 2ol
Katherine E. Lovette
Attorney [.D. No. 91458
Hawke McKeon Sniscak & Kennard 1P
100 North Tenth Street
P.O. Box 1778
Harrisburg, PA 17103-1778
(717) 236-1300 '
keloveue@hmsk-law con

Counsel for Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.
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Vince Marino ~ d"; 2
3324 Dawson St ~ | <, <
Pgh.,Pa 15213 w
‘ <
Phone (412) 682 - 6733
(412) 225 - 0017

Ref: Public Utility Commigsion Case C ~ 20055656

Ta the involved parties involved in the case listed above

Katherine E, Lovette & Verizon Pa Inc Honorable Judge John H. Corbett Jr, James J. McNully secretary
of Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission.

Fm incloseing a update note, this is not a Exception just a note of what is happening i'm not in any diagreed
state with the order rendered. Inside you will find information i have submitted and presently investagateing

the abnormal phone conditions are still present,please adhere to the proper actions the invoived parties need

to follow,after the intial decision exception time has conctuded i would like to know after the 45 day order,how
are wa going to know if the appropiate actions where taken as ordered by the judge.Please in some time one

of the parties notify me of what will become of the order if the problem is still present as is will there be 4 fine

or penalty imposed on Verizon Pa Inc.as of the dates listed no actions have been rendered to my phone service
and past recent and present investagation findings of out of standard phone service have been found continuely,

and reported to Verizon and the authority's.

On October 16, 2006 as written inside this note Vice President Ralph S. Giglio of Americom Inc. while pref
orning & test and measurement on Mr Marino's home phone varified again a conversation of another party on
Mr Marino's phone line coming from Verizon Pa Inc it was witnessed by both Mr Giglio and Mr Marino.

This is very imporizat to the fact that someone is on Mr Marino’s Phone line and as reported by Mr Marino
hearing party on his phone line while recieving and makeing phone calis at (412) 682 - 6733 as this is being
confirmed time and time again it 1s covert and invasion of privacy Verizon is not correcting this problem.
Invasion of privacy is a federal felony and a state crime,i'm sincerly adviseing Verizon to correct this issue
there are over 3 torts involved in this. ‘ : :

PHONE SERVICE IS STILL BEING INTERRRUPTED AT MR MARINO'S HOME NUMBER IN ISSUE
(412)682-6733 ‘

MR MARINO WAS ADVISED TO CONTACT POLICE IN PITTSBURGH RATHER CALL VERIZON INC PA.
fNFOyRMATION WAS TOLD BY BRENNAN M. YARNOT, CPP o ‘

Inclosed is a update note, all findings will be submitted at reasonable time before 45 day period of order
Is rendered,Mr Marino is investagateing all issues and related personal as well as the service as to who
is ordering the false and misguided information to him and the PUC Commiission. This a very dangerous
problem we are involved in finding eves dropping on a phone service at the providers iermination facilty

with out a court order its been confirmed over 5 times.

ATTACHMENT A




Vince Matino
3324 Dawson St
Pgh,Pa 15213

Phone (412) 682 - 6733
(412) 225 - 0017

Tp all parties of concern inregards to case C - 20055656 Vince Marino v.s Venizon Pa Inc.

Ref: Note this is not a objection to the Honorabledohn H. Corbett JR decision or any type of (Exceptions)
again this is a note to what has occured from the time Verizon Pa Inc. has visited Mr Marino's home

for look into the matter of the improper and actual illegal phone service that is being provided to Mr Marino
at 3324 Dawson St Pgh,Pa 15213 phone numiber (412)682 - 6733.

As of the date September 20, 2006 and to the order rendered on that date, it is known that Vernizon Pa, Inc.
has been contacted over 6 miore timas do to phone transmission problems and abnormal activity that
is going on at Mr Marino's home phone (412)682 -6733 it is also documented by Americom Inc dates of
July 28, 2006 and October 18, 2006 that the phone service that is being provided to Mr Marino is still and
presently out of Pennsylvania State laws and Federal Comunication Ciatation laws which the state adoptes
its regulations from From the closeing of the formal hearing Verizon has been contacted numerous times and
police reports filed to the matter.Mr Marino was called by Trish a Verizon employee inregards to Verizon sched
uleing to visit the home of Mir Maririo in October which was the second week of the month the exact date was not
tooken,at the visit Verizon inspected Mr Marino’s inside wireing and as found had no problems they also tested the
cutside foop and termination box the intire test lasted about a half hour to 45 minuetes roughly the group from
Verizon visted the home about a hour and a half in time or less.No findings where dislosed to Mr Marino,at the date
of Qctober 16, 2006 Americom inc visited the home of Mr Marino test and investagation preformed by Vice preside
nt Ralph S. Giglio as in July's findings again was Verizon provideing Mr Marino with improper phone service it found
other disturbances on the line and found confirrmed a party coverseing on the tand line.
Mr Gigtio's findings will be sent in afler the time has finished to the Intial Decision for any exceptions to be filed.
itis outrageous that Verizon is allowing this to happen,in the final term of the 45 day order that will possiably take
effect ordering Verizon to repair their facility's Mr Marino and its hired exspert and telecomunication firm Americom
Inc will continue to investagate the improper phone service and provide the data that is found.
1118 televant that Verizon Pa Inc. is not preforming the proper inspection at their own property meaning someone of
a group are allowing this to happen it is a serious problem Verizon 1s not correcting.
Mr Maring’s right to a safe phone service are being broken possiable and a sure inspection has varified other parties
on Mr Marino’s phone tine, evidence of covert listening device was reported do to the line tests and line current measure
" ments that Americom Inc has providelMr Marino is paying for phone service and a monthly repair fee for any problems
that might normally occur to his phone line but the problem happening is being done continuely to his phone on
Verizons property and facilities.

At the date in October when Verizon's test group visited Mr Marino's home the main objective by security investa
gator Brennan M. Yarnot, CC P to the problem was don't call Verizon to report phone trouble anymore just call the
police and file reports to the police,Mr Marino has spoken to police and turmed this matter into FBI Headquarter's

in Pittsburgh aswellit is the property of Verizon of Pa Inc that this problem is happening not in the home of Mr

“Marino's Venzen is playing a game and appearantly hideing a serious problem that someone is allowing to go
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< on this will be investagated continuely and ail necessary pertinient measures to the problern will be adressed
to Verizon Pa Inc and the cornmission, as of the date the ordered rendered Verizon did not take any records
of any tests preformed at Mr Maring's homig phone line Xilsgesilegring S T e

Note 16 Verizon Pa Inc. Mr Matrino has not stopped paying the monthly phone bill he is paying to have this inves
tagated the right to safe phorie service is being continuely broken please adress this note, as of the date and
take the corrective measures Mr Marino is not changeing phone service as mentioned by Trish that is a poor
excuse (o tell a customer Mr Marino or the past bill payer on the phoné listed (412) 682 - 6733 has never in
over 30 years reported such a problem to be adressed.

{ Note Trish is a Verizon rep of some sort her last name was not taken)

As to Federal Communications Commiission Created 151 Mr Marino's nght to phone service being provided
to (412) 682 - 6733 is unsafe and not in a rapid efficent manner and nol to state transmission requirements,
and he s paying for it on top of the problem and a monthly repair charge. ‘

(f Mr Marino has reported numerous disconnects no dial tones static and other issues and it was found by a
exspert telecomunication firm it is relevant that in a accident and in need of 911 a loss of phone service would
be a unsafe way to have phone service and Mr Marino's father does reside at his home and isina heart con
dition state so this note to ali parties is a senous update to the problem happening. ‘

incloseing Americam Inc vice president Ralph S. Giglio has reported this to Verizon Pa Inc security investaga
 tor Brennan M Yamot, CCP  exsplained to him of the high current now found and the other findings it is Oct
obar 19, 2006 that this note is written and no affirmative corrective phone service is being provide to Mr Marino.
From all the data collected and the concentrated evidence of the problems and the mentioned listening devices
“on Verizon's facility it is relevant that criminal activity is going on and that Verizon is allowing thistogo onitis
- toinvolved to say that this is @ normal problem and as reported to police and the reports of Americom it is not
norimal of a problent.
if it is found that a criminal in Verizon has allowed or is assisting the party reported to law inforcement recog
nized on Mr Marino's land line and also reported to Verizon security the appropiate criminal actions will tooken.

Yours Truly ‘

U

/Civ(/?v/ M




' COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA g
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

1103 PITTSBURGH STATE OFFICE BUILDING

300 LIE AVENUE ; kT:l': 412-565-3550
PITTSBURGH, PENNSYLVANIA 152221210 | Fux: 412:565:3632
W FEPLY AAEASE
FEFER TOOUR ALE
February 10, 2006

Mr. Vince Marino
3324 Dawson Street
Pittsburgh, PA 15213

Re:  Vince Marino v. Verizon Pennsylvania Tnc.
Docket No. C-20055656

Dear Mr. Marino:

Pursuant to our telephone conversation this afternoon, kindly be advised that you
are no longer permitted to call this office, unless you have a question concerning the scheduling
of your hearing in this case now set for 10:00 a.m. on March 14, 2006. Iregret taking this
action, but your incessant calling to obtain information about procedural and substantive matters
relating to your case has become a severe burden upon our administrative staff. As I advised you
during our conversation, you may contact the Lawyer Referral Service for the Allegheny County
Bar Association, 920 City-County Building, Pitisburgh, PA 15219, telephone number 412-261-
5555 to obtain answers about the procedure or substantive law relating to your case.

, In all other instances, you must put all of your motions, petitions, requests, efc. in
writing addressed to me and serve a copy on the Secretary for the Commission, James J.
MecNulty, as well as counse] for Verizon. 1shall then rule thereon in accordance with the
Commussion’s Rules of Administrative Practice and Procedure, 52 Pa. Code §§1.1, ef seq.. You
should also be aware that absent exigent circumstances, any request for a continuance of the
scheduled hearing must be submitted in writing no later than five days before the hearing and
served upon opposing counsel. 52 Pa. Code §1.15(b).

I thank you for your anticipated cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

pc:  Veronica A. Smith, Chief Administrative Law Judge
Eric A. Rohrbaugh, Esq., Legal Supervisor
Katherine E. Lovette, Esq.
File Room :

ATTACHMENT B
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CERTIFICATE OF Sl\;RVICE
[ bereby certify that | have this day sérved a true copy of the foregoing document upon
the parties. listed below. in accordance with the requirements of 32 Pa. Code § }.’54 (relating to
service by u party}. |
BY FIRST CLASS MAIL
Vinee Marino

3324 Dawson Street
Putsburgh, PA 15213

Katherine £ Lovetie

Dated this 25" day of October. 2006
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D)1
Vince Marino ; i
3324 Dawson St A U

Pgh.Pa 15213 (412) 682 - 6733

(412) 225 - 0017

Date 10-27-06

'RECEIVED

By certified pastagé, ‘

James J McNulty secretary DOCUMENT 0CT 2 B

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission -y B 2006
Commonwealth Keystone Building FO LD ER Lo

400 North Street - Filing Room PA PUBLIC UTILITY SEMMISSIoN

PO Box 3265 | ; TIb/T
§§n§é’$gf:§51ms - 3265 §§GRETAHY 8 BUREAY

Ref. Vince Marino V.S Verizon Pa Inc.  Docket No. C - 20055656
Reglies to Verizons Exceplions:

' Dear Mr. McNulty:

Please inclosed for filing with the Commission in the above - captioned case,are in short a original and
nine copies of replies regarding Vernzon of Pa Inc. exceptions.Copies of this filing have been served in
accordance with the attached certificate of service. '

If you have any pertinient concerns or questions to be answered please contact me.

‘ ry truly

Vince Manno Pro Se
Exspert in case
Ralph Giglio
Americom Inc




BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

vcewane  REGEIVED

V.S " Docket No. C - 20055656

0CT 29 2006
Merzon Falne. - | UTILITY GCEMMIBBION
 PAPUBLIO UTILT |
AP RETAR Y6 BUREAL

REPLIES TO VERIZON EXCEPTIONS.

DOC U M ENT Vince Marino
, FO LD ER : Pro Se
' 3324 Dwason St
Pgh,Pa 15213
(412) 682 - 6733
Ralph Giglio
Exspert

Americom Inc.
(412)831-3131

oaté 103-27 - 96 DOCKETED

NOV 0 1 2006
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nome phone i STRIKE and Reply that it be not used as a issue inrejudgeing this case decision on the
fact that wire tapping was stricken prior to the FORMAL TRIAL and that the decisions that where used
and judged by Honorable Judge Corbett be reused again and they are proper phone transmission
standards and requirements

Because Defendant s trying to use basis of wire tapping to dismiss this case and that it was not used in
format tnal it should be striken again, and that Defendant is useing that Plaintiff has called Police and Attorney
General they are appropiate actions that Plaintiff can take do to the fact that threats and serious diconnects
and no dial tones verfied made the Plainbff unsecure and unsafe This problem is on Defendants side of the
phone cable It was reported to Venzon that some how they are provideing Plaintiff still with unsecure phone service
it was found on two seperate occasions after formal trial July 2006 and October 2006 confirmed mvestagatzons
made by Americom Inc Ralph S Giglio Vice President. This issue is on Verizons side of the phone service and as
found of other parties on the line and the possiabilty of some other part listening or by fault of Verizon hears Mr Marino
on the phone it is invasion of privacy wether it is deliberate or accident and it was confirmed by Mr Giglio twice of
a party converseing on Mr Marino's phone line.Mr Marine sent in a note regarding proper identification of the case and
continued problem Verizon is not correcting,inregards to the police it was told to Mr Marino by Brennan M Yamot,
CCP Investagator Verizon security that Plaintiff call the police to report any continued phone trouble and this was
told to Plaintiff while Verizon provide a inspection of Mr Marino's home telephone wireing and outside wieing leading
to the Venzon Centeral exchange as in the formal trial Verizon provide a inspection no test results or evidence
is provided Defendant is suggesting to the Commussion since they are a utility company that just their word is burden
- of proof enough if someone is tampering with Venzons property to cause this or how ever this phone probiem is being
done it is on the providers side not Plaintitf's side and it is their responsibiliaty to correct it unsafe phone service and
improper transmission standards are not sutiable to say that Defendant is a little out of perfect.

Duty's of Verizon as follows.

1 A public utitity, shall furnish operate and maintain facilities adequate to provide accepatable transmission of
communications, Transmission shall be at adequate volume levels and free of excessive distortion, noise and
crosstalk

2. The transmission standards shall be based upon the use of telephone sets connected to a 48 - volt dial centeral
~ office measured at & frequency of 1000 Hertz.

3. Atslephone line terminateing al a customers premises shall have a loop resistance not exceeding the kop‘erateing
design of the associated centeral office equipment
Note this applies to December 12, 2005 exspert findings and December 28, 2005 Verizon Pa found a bridge.

4. Overall transmission loss on @ customers foop shall not exceed 15 decibels.
Note this appiies to expers findings.
Verizon failed in all of these requirments and admitted to the exstended loop found and supposeively removea
by Ronald LeClair.

Inreplying to Defendants mentioning of Plaintiff calling the chambers of the Honorable Corbett 1 reply it is

ta be stricken that this be used in any way o rejudge this case Defendantis trying to make Plaintiff look

as he 18 a cnminal of some sort that he should be rejudged this action has no ment with the Burden of Proof
and the proceedings that have taken place this exception should be stricken.Honorable Corbett did not use or
mention this at trial tn any way nor use it to make his intial decision.

{T%?Q(E‘;E”EgENDANT IS TRYING TO USE UNSUPPORTIVE MATERIAL THAT HAS NO MERIT TO REJUDGE
S CASE }
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Pusuant to 52 Pa code 5.533, Vince Marino has accepted John H, Corbett Jr initial decssnon
issued on October 5, 2006 in the full acceptance. ‘

Brief And Reply to Venizon Pa Inc. regarding their Exceptions.

In Defendants Summary they are suggesting that Plaintiff has a unsupported belief

that some unidentified ndividual or individuals are somehow conducting survelliance upon him
by tapping his felephone line.In the summary of Verizon it is understood that Plaintiff has inapp
ropiately reported numerous telephone problems and the associated trouble that he has incountered
and accordingly proved in the Formal Hearing with his exspert witness Ralph S. Giglio Vice President
of Americom Inc a Telecomunication service Company.Inretrospect of the case and past issues of
wire tapping it was determined that a bridge and some kind of device operateing on the Land Line of
Verizon Pa Inc side of the transmission system was creating the problems of Mr Marino at (412 ) 682-
6733 this confirmation was documented before Formal trial three times and put out on a test report
conducted by Mr Giglio and as it was exsplained and verified to the transmission problems exsplained
to Honorable Judge Corbett.Inregards to Defendants mentioning of the wiretapping i request and reply
that this be striked and not taken as any matter to rejudge this case,and that Plaintiff is not unsupported
in pregenting his evidence that improper phone service was provided and still being provided due to the

current data that was presented at Formal trial and the added investagated data, and that Defendant had
admitted in trial with Verizon Pa Linesman Ronald LeClair on December 29, 2005 of finding a Bridge that
was creating a exstension of Mr Marino's transmission loop it is documented on record.

At formal tnal wire tap was not mentioned it was the burden of proof of improper transmission service

that was being argued, clicks pops and cronic disconnects as confirmed by Mr Giglio, this was confirmed

December 12, 2005 that a bridge was found and measured as did Verizons Linesman Ronald LeClair
found and supposely temoved December 28, 2005 as case fact and admitted by Defendant.

Note a Bridge is slang although done and used it is not proper phone line transmission,a bridge
can mearn several things as follows.

1. a exstended drawn loop meaning a unauthorized connection to ancther phone line which was
a possiable issue

2. Ajoining of a service line in a junction box of a Building or other creatmg the cross talk chckmg
and related matter.

-3 A transmission cable that is impropery brought to customers home and joined with other customers
service cables

Bridgeing is not proper line termination practice.

inretrospect to Defendants arguement of a third party involved in the phone problems to Mr Marino's




- There is no genesis invoived but, the provider and its associated employees involved in this case. again this was
not used at trial it has no merit to the proceedings and it should be stricken out in anyway to rejudge this case.

Brief , of technical evidence presented by complaint's exspert witness
the, ALJ did not make a error, the exspert witness provided documentation that venf‘ ed given
- testimony, and admitted to by Defendant's exspert Ronald LeClair in that a Bridge was found and
‘supposeively removed the, ALJ could not have errored because prior to Defendant’s findings
of a bridge Plaintiffs exspert verified the improper loop current and bridge on December 12, -
2005 then Verizon found the bridge on December 29, 2005 this is FACT not opinion and with that
basis and and added documentation Defendant failed to meet their burden of proof.lnretrospect
to Defendant stateing that the ALJ ignored evidence provided by Defendant its incorrect Defendant
avered no proof but hersay testimony and that trouble reports where made by Plaintiff in any of the
75 repotts no data proveing that Defendant met or was provideing Plaintiff with legal and proper
phone service was not avered to the court,in that Defendant did not meet therr Burden of Proof
it should be stricken that this exception not be used to reconsider the decision.Repair tests only
preform a computer test not a mechanical loop test as in the field.

Defendant states that ALJ failed to accept that efforts to check possiable sources of problems on
providers side and the evidence they avered , Defendant is entirely mistaken they have no Proof
as mentioned earlier and confirmed in Deoember 2005 Defendant admitted to finding a bridge on
Mr Marino's phone line on providers side of the transmission cable. Defendant only avers repair
reparts no test lists or evidence of therr findings,if provider found na trouble and transmission pro
blems and seventy five times this reported, it would be logical that some evidence of findings shoul
d have been documerited.

~ Brief to noise,as follows the forementioning of aged telephones has
no meritit is Fraud never was it mentioned at trial of aged phones nor was it found that any of
the equipment to be fauity as was inspected by Defendant and Plaintiff's exspert,and to a small
inside wireing problem in a particular phone jack,it has no merit aswell because this was descover
ed before the December findings of a bridged line connected to Mr Marino's phone line on Defen
dants side causeing a out of standard transmission problem .The record to date shows that no
evidence and proof that Defendant took measures to comrect any of this problem. Defendant only
provided repair orders and hersay testimony that technicians tested and found nothing,it is rela
tively proven as in Decembers of 2005 that the findings of the Plaintiff's exspert that where proven
by the Defendant admitting to a line bridged to Plaintiff's phone line and that the problem is on
Defendants sxde of the telephone system,

( Note) Defendant avers that they took measures to correct a problem itis Fact that Plamtrff is paying

for phone service and a monthly Repair package if any problem happens the provider is to correct

- the problem Defendant is acting out that they are clear they have taken no documentation as Plaint
Aff did; with his exspert.

Incloseing to of Defendants summary it is stated that even if problems with Verizon's system are
takeing place that it would not dictate a conclusion of inadequate or unreasonable service. The Statue
- does not require perfect service,but rather adequate servicve meaning a legal amount,the Defendant
is entirely mistaken again in that they failed to meet the legal amount of transmission requirment it
again this was proven as case fact relateing to December 2005 findings Defendant failed to provide
proper sufficient phone service in adequate amounts they could not also meet the BURDEN OF
PROOF as decided by ALJ Corbett.Defendant's other mentioned summary is that record shows




~ that Defendant mitigated the complaintnt's problem accordingly it is error on Defendant's part not

ALJ Defendant did not provide reasonable service they mitigated the reports thats all,that is what
the Defendant is supposed 1o do but this action does not make service problems coiract.it is error
on Defendants part provideing reasonable service means phone transmission service as far as
Defendant responding that is entirely a different area of provideing service,it is understood that this
also be stricken as any means to rejudge this proceeding that has taken place.

in short term it is perfectly exsplained in Plaintiff's Brief that the ALJ did not make any errors and
that Defendant has placed some ilmaterial issues that have no known MERIT in causeing any of
the ALJ decision.Defendants summary offers no merit Defendant has also tried to incoperate
case fact and confuse it to the point that they have met a burden of proof,but in the same time are
admitiing to a transmission problem that was admitted by their own exspert Ronald LeClair in
December 29, 2005 and confirmed by Mr Ralph S. Giglio of Americom inc Telecommunications.

Plaintiff's Reply to Defndanit's Exception 1

- Defendants exception be stricken and dismissed, Plaintiff did meet his burden of proof as
found in three seperate investagations with Plaintiff's exspert and as admitted by Defendant's
exspert linesman Ronald LeClair,this exception has no merits do o the fact that Defendant ad
mitted under oath and on record that a bridged telephone line provideing PlaintifPs phone service
was found and supposeively removed,and this also supports ALJ in that Mr Giglio discovered
it in advance of Defendants linesman and that is was causeing a sugnifficent out of range line
reading causeing the phone trouble resulting in what was reported to Defendant. The evidence
is as in the Exhibits mclosed normal line impedance i1s 600 Ohms what was found on December
14, 2005 was that Defendant was serving Plaintiff with more than double the standard line
impedance meaning a possiable line bridge Note a possiable unauthorized connection.insupport
of Plaintiff's burden of proof Defendant admitted at trial on December 29, 2005 that a bridge was
- found and removed it,its that the burden of proof on plaintiff's behalf met it that his exspert also
verified of acurate findings resulting from Defendants admission in court of the bridge causemg
a out of Specmcatnon transmission problem,

Note cliking poping and static reported by Plaintiff then a confirmed bridge by a exspert
~ technician and then Defendant admitting to the bridge at trial.

Indetailed formahty of Defendan!s exceptions it is ilmaterial of the Defendants exception about
that the burden of proof of plaintiff 1s not met the proof is documented on test reports and testi
mony on record the findings match what was found by Defendant on December 29,2005

and continued and are presently happening Defendants exceptions have no merit

Plaintiffs home phone equipment where found properly functional as well as his burglar system

and as provided in the plaintiff's exhibits the burglar system and inside wireing where not connected
while Mr Giglio preformed his tests and investagation it is pure distormant of the Defendant to take
a fraud manner in stateing that the Plaintiff has alot of equipment on his phone line that a dial up
computer is connected a fax plaintiff requests that all of the exceptions be stricken and that none

of it provided exsplanations be used to rejudge this case.

{ Note ) Defendant is stateing that Plaintiff has alot of equipment on his phone line par say that
in other words that plaintiff may be contnbutemg to this problem,its confirmed that Plaintiff does
not have any malfunction ¢f his inside wnremg and phone related equipment.this was confirmed
Verxzon and Plaintiff's exspert it was given as testimony under oath Verizon preformed computer




tests from the main office and found nothing wrong on customers inside phone line.

Incloseing to to Defendant's Exceptions Plaintiff needs no more to exsplain, and chooses to
aver the following to sum up the decision order,in everything that Verizon Pa Inc's defense
attornay has provided and argued it all has no merit to the decision of ALJ in that the Plaintiff
met his burden of proof in every associated matter because the main factor in this case is that
Plaintiff's exspert witness found a improper connection on Plaintiff's phone line documented it
and provided it to plaintiff and Defendant prior numerous reports of phone loss static popping
and clicking where reported to Verizon Pa Inc at the Date of December 14, 2005 Mr Giglio
- from Americom tnc Telecomunication found a bridge at Mr Marino's home KEY FACT on
December 28, 2005 Ronald LeClair found a bridge and supposeively removed the connection
in & time frame at leats 5 reports to Defendant of phone loss and static where tumed in to them,
1t 18 impossiable that Plaintiff did not meet his burden of proof its fact the defendant confirmed the
problem.lt is fact that Plaintiff met the burden of proof inrelation to what defendant filed as except
~ions. ;

The case of Trautmann V. Verizon Pa Inc. has no merit in relation to Plaintiff's case in that a
exspert wilness was used and a admitted submission at trial of Defendant's lines man Ronald
LeClair confirmed the improper phone transmission problems of a bridged line prior to him finding
it Verizon had over 30 reports of phone problems resulting from static poping and clicking it was
also identified and mentioned at trial that FSK was recognized this is a type of utility transmission

- system relaying utility company's meter readings such as gas water electric, Plaintiff does not have

meters connected to his phone fine for bil! paying.

Note Trautmann does not have any merit to Marino V.S Verizon Vince Marine hired a exspert
telecomunication firm to provide and confirm the problem and assure the burden of proof.
~ The excuse of measure met by defendant are not substantial enough they have to provide results

as Plaintiff provided.

The final phrase that Defendant states that lack of evidence is provided that Verizons facilities
are causeing the problems occuring are pure mis conception it is confirmed and admitted by
Defendant regarding to December 29,2005 that a bridge was found on Verizon's side meaning
their property cable and facilities in general the transmission line is part of Verizons faciltity
meaning lines and centeral office they are all joined together these items are the property of
the provider. Defendant is also trying to misguide the decision,by stateing numerous times
they acted out more than enough to correct this current problem,again plaintiff is paying a re
pair fee for this a problem ts happening and Plaintiff has taken the appropiate actions,he is
being vilolated to his right of normal phone service it is fact.in regards to Defendants example
case it should be stricken out as a example it has no merit with what is being argued.

Piaintiff requests that Defendants exceptions be denied and dismissed.
CONCLUSION

The ALJ was correct in finding Verizon Pa Inc. failing to provide Plaintiff with reasonable adequate
service in violation of section of 1501 of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa C.S. 1501 and section
63.63 of the Commission's regulations 52 Pa. Code 63 63.The record is sufficient and adequate
to support the ALJ decision that Verizon Pa Inc. provided Complainant with unreasonable phone



- service,

As submitted above znd provided by record in this case,the exceptions from Verizon Pa Inc.
should be denied in full respect to have any rejudgement on this case .and the reply's of Plaintiff
be taken as a guide and refreshment to sustain ALJ decision,and that it be ordered as already
decided by Honorable John H. Corbett JR that Verizon make its corrections at their own cost.

Vince Marino
3324 Dawson St
Pgh,Pa 15213
(412) 682 - 8733
Pro Se
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Verizon Pa Inc ECRETAHYB BUREAU

REPLIES TO EXCEPTIONS

Date 27, 2006
Tangible Evidence Exhibits:

Please find attached the accepted documentation of the current phone transmission service
problem,occuring at Mr Vince Marino's home inrespect to the Burden of proof the documentation
provided are confirmed infield test made by Americom Inc Mr Ralph S. Giglio Vice President
of Americom Telecomunication he has 38 years exsperience in the field of telecomunications,
and maintains current schooling and associated knowledge of the Telecomunication industry
and s familiar with all telephone wireing and what causes technical problems.Mr Giglio as men
tioned in judge Corbetts intial decision preformed subcontracted work in Bell Of Pa facilities

- up untit Verizon Pa Inc took over,Mr Giglio has presented exspert testimony in several other Pu
blic Utility Commission cases and has won successfully this is his forth.The credits Mr Giglio
has are mentioned in the intial decision of this case. '

Tesi reports and findings of involved 2 hour each investagations are from October of 2005
- December 2005,January 2006, July 2006, October 2006 in all tests and investagations Verizon
Pa Inc was provideing Mr Marino with inadequate phone service meaning it was not legal phone
- service, Mr Marino is occurring alot of damages none of the firms findings are created they are
verified reports and results Verizon Pa Inc. has not corrected none of this it is out rageous that
a exception be filed with the burden of proof that was provided by Plaintiff and his exspert,Verizon
Pa offers hersay testimony that in a case as this will not sustain burden of proof as mentioned to
the final closeing in June 2006 Mr Marino stood as Pro Se with a seasoned exspert that not only
-confirmed Verizon provideing him with unsafe phone service but the evidence that its repeated.
lry over 75 reports to Verizon not one line test in the field was generated 75 times technicians re



ported to Mr Marino's call of phone loss and static not one technician took data that sustained a
nd proved that Verizon is in compliance with the Pennsylvania Utility Commission Code of prov
ideing adequate proper safe efficient phone service,to see a past case being used to dismiss a
confirmed line transmission problem is totaly outrageous.

In this action taken by Mr Marino Verizon Pa Inc. could not provide that Mr Marino's phone line
goes streight to the centeral office nor will they produce and verify that no other connection is
attached or gjoined to his phone line,Mr Marino gave Verizon permission to put a moitor on his
line with security but they will not preform this for what reason,it is appearant that Verizon is
trying to push away a problem that is serious.Mr Marino's father has a heart condition if a condi
tion arrises that no dial tone or a delay of dial tone is created while a 911 call is made then a ser
ious problem will occur. ,

espectfully submitted
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10/14/2005 RECEIVED

Vincent Marino

3324 Dawson Avenue o
Pittsburgh, PA 15213 OCT 2 8 2006

Dent My, Miaging PAPUBLIC UTILITY CO

Dear Mr. Matna, SECRETARY'S BUREA

On October 13, 2005, Americom, Inc., preformed an inspection of your home telephone wiring.
Included in this inspection was a Radio Frequency (RF) spectrum sweep of the premises. The
following results are reported here for your information:

Telephone line (412-682- 6733) is a common loop start, 2 wire, Dual Tone Multi-Frequency
(DTMF) public switched telephone network (PSTN). Inspection and measurements were made
with all inside wiring disconnected;

Circuit Loss (1 KHz. Signal from Verizon Central Office) -7.2 dB. Normal
Circuit Noise (Call Terminated to a Verizon Silent Termination) -1.2 dB. Normal
Power Line Influence 58.1 dB. Normal

Transverse Balance below 1 KHz. Is 42 dB; | KHz. To 4 KHz. is 36 dB. This is outof
specification. The FCC Specification is 60 dB or greater for frequencies below 1 KHz. and 40
dB. or greater for frequencies between 1 KHz and 4 KHz.

Line Current 35,3 ma. The range specified by Bell Core Specifications is 25 to 35 ma. This
reading is out of Bell Core specification.

Line Voltage, Open Circuit, 49.2 VDC. Normal
Line Voltage, 900 ohm Termination, 5,7 VDC. Normal

Line Impedance 740 Ohms. Normal Impedance is 600 Ohms. This suggests a possible Line
Conditioning arrangement (Load Coil) may be on the line from the serving Verizon Central
Office to the Demarcation Network Interface.

~ The msxde wiring is a combination of two and four wire insulated bi and quad inside telephone
cable and non jacketed six pair frame wiring. The frame wiring is run to each floor and looped
from jack location to jack location in a “daisy chain™ fashion and then home run to the basement.
The wiring is terminated to RJ-12 jacks in vartous locations on each floor. The following was
found:

GROUP OF COMPANIES
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Basement: One single line telephone connected via mounting cord to a wall jack.

First Floor: Kitchen Single Line Wall phone. The wall jack was broken and was replaced; Living
Room: Cordless Phone; FAX Machine; Home Security System with RJ-48 jack interface.

- Second Floor: Bed Room number 1: Cordless phone and recording device. This bedroom also
had a jack location with a blank cover. It appears that the cover had been removed at some point
as the paint was disturbed and paint flecks were observed on the floor directly below the jack
cover. Upon removal of the cover, it was discovered that the wiring had been spliced from pair
one (White/Blue, Blue/White) to pair 3 (White/Green, Green/White) and not insulated. The
splice was a loose mechanical splice. This splice was opened and pair 1 properly terminated. Pair
3 was cut and stored. Bedroom 2: Jack 1 location with blank cover. Jack 2 location with RJ-12
Jack. A mounting cord is connected to this jack which runs ta a Computer with moder in the
ante room.

The wiring, except for Bedroom 1 was unremarkable and what was expected to be found in a
residence of that age. ; ;

A Radio Frequency sweep was made in the basement and third floors. The analyzer used is a

- Sencore TVA. The scanned frequencies were from zero to 2,190 MHz. Also, a Bird QV
Frequency meter was used to measure frequency levels. A Hewlett-Packard Spectrum Analyzer
was used to analyze the frequencies found. Two predominate frequencies were evident. Carrier

frequencies in the range of 350-400 MHz. Which were the harmonics of the cordless phones in
the residence and 900-980 MHz. Which were the cellular phones carried by the owner, Mr.
Marino and Americom’s service technician, A short, intense RF signal oceurred approximately
1:41 PM in the range of 1,540 MHz. The location and specification of this signal could not be

etermined as it was less than a second in duration, Experience with this area suggests this is a

common signal ¢manating from either Duquesne Energy’s sub station SCADA system or the
University of Pittsburgh, Cathedral of Learning roof top. : ~

A monitoring of the telephone line without any inside wiring connected revealed mostly
‘unremarkable conditions except for two instances of an audible FSK signal that was less than 2
seconds in duration and a pronounced “clicking” noise which was less than & second in duration.
The location of these signals must be outside of the premises as all inside telephone wiring was
disconnected. ' Con

The street location has many anomalous RF emissions; however, all of these were continuous
and were either standard broadoeast commercial signals or extremely low level RF “noise” and
not covert transmissions.,

MEMEER OF THE GROGE OF COMPANIES
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Vincent Marino

3324 Dawson Avenue
Pittsburgh, PA 15213

~ Dear Mr. Marino,

On December 12, 2005, Americom. Inc. preformed an inspeetion of your home telephone wiring.

This is a follow-up of un inspection made in October, 2005 Included in this inspection was a

Radio Frequency (RF) spectrum sweep of the premises. The following results are reported here

tur your infurmation:
Telephone line (412-682-6733) is a common loop start, 2 wire, Dual Tone Multi-Frequency
(DTMFE) public switched telephone network (PSTN) line. [nspection and measurements were
made with all inside wiring disconnected:
Circuit Loss (1 KHz. Signal from Verizon Central Office) ~6.3 dB. Normal
Circuit Noise (Call Terminated to 1 Verizon Silent Termination) -1.8 dB. Normal
Power Line Influence 58 9 dB3. Normal
‘Transverse Balance below | KHz. 1s 42 dB; | KHz 1o 4 KHz. is 36 dB. This is out of
specification. The FCC Specification is 60 dB or greater for frequencies below 1 KHz. and 40

dB. or greater for {requencies between 1 KHz. and 4 Kz,

Line Current 36.2 ma. The range specified by Bell Core Specifications is 25 to 35 ma. This
reading is out of Bell Core specification. :

Line Voltage, Open Circuit, 49.3 VDC. Normal
Line Voltage, $00 ohm Termination, 7.2 VDC. Normal

Line Impedance 1220 Ohms. Normal Impedance is 600 Ohms. This suggests a pussible Line
Brxd;,c This could be a possible unauthorized connection.

- Crosstalk, ~4() db. This was not observed in the October inspection.

A Radio Frequency sweep was made in the basement. first and second floors, The analyzer used

is a Sencore TVA. The scanned frequencies were from zero to 2,190 MHz. Also, a Bird QV

Frequency meter was used 1o measure frequency levels. A Hewlett-Packard Spectrum Analyzer
q b4 9 ) , p ¥

- was used 0 analyze the frequencies found. One predominate frequency was evident. Carrier

MEMBER OF THE TSR GROUP OF COMPANIES
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frequencies i the range of 910-930 MHz at a level of greater than -10 db were observed
sugpesting a possible wireless device was operating in or near the premises. The device location
~could not be deternined. Both Mr. Maio™s and the Americom, Inc. technician®s cell phones
were off.

A monitoring of the telephone line without any inside wiring connected revealed mostly
unreparkable conditions. M. Marino reported that there is excessive cracking. popping and
static on the line. e also has evidence of many disconnects while talking on the line. After one
and a half hours of monitoring, no static, cracking, popping or disconnects were observed.

Aside fron the 910-930 MHz. frequencies observed. there were many anomaious RF emissions:
hcmcvm all of these were continuous and were either standard broadeast commercial :;xg,mh or
extremety low level RF “noise”™ and not covert transmissions.

Itis the opinion of Americom, Inc. that, on the day of this inspection. that there may be RF
trapsmissions ransmitting close to this premises. The locations of these transmissions could not
be determined. There is evidence that telephone line covert transmitters or histening devices may
be connected to the telephone line, however, these connections are not on the premises and the
measurements taken suggest the connections are remote from the premises.

[t is the recommendation of Americom, Ine. that Mr. Marino again contact Verizon with the
listed information and a thorough evaluation of the physical plant from the serving central office
to the premises be made by Verizon personnel. The higher than normal loop impedance suggests
there is ant obvious connection on the line and is remote to Mr. Marino s premises.

As was the case during the October investigation, audio recordings made by Mr. Marino on calls
to Verizon Repair., indicate that several line disconnects have been occurring which are not due
to inside wiring or connected telephone equipment owned by Mr. Marino This disconnect
problem needs to be addressed, again, by Verizon and corrected.

Thank you for securing the services of Americom, Inc. If you have need of any
telecommunications services in the future, please contact Americom, Inc,

Regards,
* Ralph $. Giglio
Vice President Of Engineering
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Vincent Marino

3324 Dawson Avenue

Pittsburgh, PA 15213

Dear Mr. Marino.

On January 12, 2006, Americom, Inc. preformed an inspection of your home telephone wiring,
This is a follow-up of an inspection made in December, 2005 Included in this inspection was a
Radio Frequency (RF) spectrum sweep of the premises. The following results are reported here
for your information: ,

Telephone line (412-682-6733) is 4 comumon loop start, 2 wire, Dual Tone Multi-Frequency
(DTME) public switched telephone network (PSTN) line. Inspection and measurements were
made with all inside wiring disconnected:

Circuit Loss (1 KHz. Signal from Verizon Central Office) -7.2 dB. Normal

C‘ircuit Noise (Call Terminated to a Verizon Silent Termination) -9.4 dB. This is the higher limit
to the Bellcore specification.

Power Line Influence 57.7 dB. Normal

Transverse Balance below 1 KHz. Is 44 dB; | KHz. To 4 KHz. is 34 dB. This is out of
specification. The FCC Specification is 60 dB or greater for frequencies below | KHz. and 40
dB. or greater for frequencies between | KHz. and 4 KHz. ,

~ Line Current 35.9 ma. The range specified by Bellcore Specifications is 25 1o 35 ma. This
reading is out of Bellcore specification.

Line Voltage, Open Circuit, 49.4 VDC. Normal
Line Voltage, 900 ohm Termination, 9.2 VDC. Normal

Line Impedance 1410 Ohms. Normal Impedance is 600 Ohms. This suggests a possible Line
Bridge. This could be a possible unauthorized connection.

Crosstalk, -35 db. This was observed in the December inspection and is still present.

MEUURY NE THE m GROUP OF COMPANIES
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A Radio Frequency sweep was made in the basement, first and second floors. The analyzer used
is a Sencore TVA. The scanned frequencies were from zero to 2,190 MHz. Also, a Bird QV

~ Frequency meter was used to measure frequency levels. A Hewlett-Packard Spectrum Analyzer
was used to analyze the frequencies found. One predominate frequency was evident. Carrier
frequencies in the range of 910-930 MHz at a level of greater than -10 db were observed
suggesting a possible wireless device was operating in or near the premises. The device location
‘could not be determined. Both Mr. Marino’s and the Americom, Inc. technician’s cell phones
were off.

A monitoring of the telephone line without any inside wiring connected revealed mostly
unremarkable conditions. Mr. Marino reported that there is excessive cracking, popping and

- static on the line. He also has evidence of many disconnects while talking on the line. After
several 15 minute interval observations, static and popping was observed. The time and duration
were inconsistent, however, there was a definite noise on the telephone line consistent with a
metallic conpection of unknown source outside of the premises being made to the telephone line.

Mr, Marino was attempting a service request call to Verizon Customer Service at 2:25 PM when
there was a long, loud cracking and static and then a total disconnect. When the phone was taken
off-hook, it took 5 seconds for dial tone 1o return. This is NOT normal.

Aside from the 910-930 MHz. frequencies observed, there were many anomalous RF emissions;
however, most of these were continuous and were either standard broadcast commercial signals
or extremely low level RF “noise” and not covert transmissions.

However, thére was a continuous data transmission at 929.587.500 MHz. that would last for
approximately 40 seconds and then cease. The transmission would start again after a 30 second
silence. This condition persisted for the 3 hours the Americom, Inc. technician was on the '
- premises. This transmission was not observed in either the October or December inspections.

It is the opinion of Americom, Inc. that, on the day of this inspection, that there may be RF
transmissions transmitting close to this premises. The locations of these transmissions could not
- be determined. There is evidence that telephone line covert transmitters or listening devices may
be connected to the telephone line, however, these connections are not on the premises and the
measurements taken suggest the connections are remote from the premises.

MEMBER OF THE
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11 is the recommendation of Americom, Inc. that Mr. Marino again contact Verizon with the
listed information and a thorough evaluation of the physical plant from the serving central office
to the premises be made by Verizon personnel. The higher than normal loop impedarnce suggests
‘there is an obvious connection on the line and is remote to Mr. Marino’s premises, It is also
‘necessary to determine if the loop between Mr. Marion’s home and the Verizon Central Office is
not bridged in another premises. ‘

As was the case during the October and December investigations, audio recordings made by Mr.

Marino on calls to Verizon Repair, indicate that several line disconnects have been occurring

which are not due to inside wiring or connected telephone equipment owned by Mr. Marino.
This disconnect problem needs to be addressed, again, by Verizon and corrected.

There is a much higher than normal or acceptable rate of line disconnects. The disconnections
are occurring randomly and to vartous called numbers. There is unexpiained line “off hook™
‘conditions occurring when no equipment is being used by Mr. Marino. The “off hook”
conditions are occurring off premises, again, suggesting a possible bndge between Mr. Marino’s
home and the Verizon Central Office.

Thank you for securing the services of Americom, Inc. If you have need of any
telecommunications services in the future, please contact Americom, Inc.

Regar;is,
Raghus. Rl

Ralph S. Giglio
Vice Presxdent Of Engineering

MEMBER OF YEE GROUP OF COMPANIES
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07/2812006

Vincent Marino
3324 Dawson Avenue
Pittsburgh, PA 15213

Dear Mr. Marino,

- On July 21, 2006, Americom, Inc. preformed an inspection of your home telephone wiring. This
is a follow-up of an inspection made in January, 2006 Included in this inspection was a Radio
Frequency (RF) spectrum sweep of the premises. The following results are reported here for your

- information;

Telephone line (412-682-6733) is & common loop start, 2 wire, Dual Tone Mulﬁ-Frequency' ~
(DTMF) public switched telephone network (PSTN) line. Inspechon and measurements were
made with all inside wiring disconnected:

Circuit Loss (1 KHz. Signal from Verizon Central Office) -6 8 dB. Norma! This is an
improvement from previous readings.

- Circuit Noise (Call Terminated to a Verizon Silent Termination) .22 dB. Normal. This is an
improvement from previous readings.

Power Line Influence 55.8 dB. Normal |

Transverse Balance below 1 KHz. Is 62 dB; 1 KHz, To 4 KHz. is 44 dB. This is within
specification. The FCC Specification is 60 dB or greater for frequencies below 1 KHz. and 40
dB. or greater for frequencies between 1 KHz. and 4 KHz,

Line Current 36.4 ma. The range specified by Bellcore Spectﬁcatnons is 25 to 35 ma, This
- reading is out of Bellcore specification.

Line Vo!tage, Open Circuit, 49.3 VDC. Normal
Line Voltage, 900 ohm Términation, 9.2 VDC. Normal

Line Impedance 780 Ohms. Normal Impedance is 660 Ohms, This is within normal
specifications. This is a marked improvement from previous readings.

Crosstalk, -60 db. Although still present, the level is too low to be consxdered a problem. This is
an improvement from previous readmgs

GROUP OF COMPANIES
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A Radio Frequency sweep was made in the basement, first and second floors. The analyzer used
is & Sencore TVA. The scanned frequencies were from zero to 2,190 MHz. Also, a Bird QV
Frequency meter was used to measure frequency levels. A Hewlett-Packard Spectrum Analyzer
was used 1o analyze the frequencies found, Two predominate frequencies were evident. Carrier
frequencies in the range of 929.587 MHz at a level of greater than -2 dB were observed. At this
time, it has not been determined if this is a public broadcast frequency or a telemetry signal from
a utility company. The origination location could not be determined Both Mr, Marino’s and the
Americom, Inc. technician’s cell phones were oft. The second frequency of 1167.550 MHz. at a
level of +2dB was observed. The frequency contained data superimposed on the carrier A check
of the public radio frequency allocations from the FCC did not reveal any licensed, legal entity
using this frequency. At this time, it can not be determined what device is eminating this
frequency.

A monitoring of the telephone line without any inside wiring connected revealed no remarkable
conditions. Mr. Marino reported that there is still excessive cracking, popping and static on the
line. He also has evidence of many disconnects while talking on the line. Physical monitoring did
not reveal any such condition. However, moments after the Americom, Inc.’s technician departed
the premises, a phone call to the technician from Mr, Marino’stelephone indicated the static and
cracking noise Mr. Marino reported.

~ Aside from the 929.587 and the 1167 550 MHz. frequencies observed, there were many
anomalous RF emissions; however, most of these were continuous and were either standard
broadcast commercial signals or extremely low level RF “noise” and not covert transmissions.
There was a strong telemetry signal at 1120 MHz. that research revealed 1s g telemetry signal
from Children’s Hosmtal

However, there was & continuous data transmission at 929,587MHz. that would last for
approximately 40 seconds and then cease. The transmission would start again after a 30 second
silence. This condition persisted for the 2 hours the Americom, Inc. technician was on the
premises. This was the same transmission observed in January 2006 inspection. -

It is the opinion of Americom, Inc. that, on the day of this inspection, that there may be RF
transmissions transmitting in close proximity to this premises. The locations of these
transmissions could not be determined. There is no evidence that telephone line covert
transmitters or listening devices are connected to the telephone line.

’j‘b\,/u’
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Although many of the testing parameters have been brought in line with normal standards, the
clicking, popping and disconnects Mr Marino experiences are not normal. It may be in
Verizon’s best interest and the service of Mr. Marino if Verizon changed Mr. Marino’s service to
'FIOS. 1t is obvious that the metallic noise and disconnects are of an external nature to Mr.
Muarino’s premises.
The observed high level RF transmissions are not normal transmissions The location and
purpose of these transmissions needs to be resolved. This is a police matter and should be
resolved by local authorities. :

Thank you for securing the services of Americom, Inc. If you have need of any
telecommunications services in the future, please contact Americom, Inc

Regards,

Ralph S. Giglio
Vice President Of Engincering

MEMBER OF THE
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Vincent Marino
3324 Dawson Avenue
Pittsburgh, PA 15213

* Dear Mr. Mariro,

On October 11, 2006, Amencom,, Inc. preformed an inspection of your home telephone wiring.
Thisis a fonow~up of an inspection made in July 28, 2006. Included in this inspection was &
Radio Frequency (RF) spectrum sweep of the premises. The following results are reported here
for your information:

Telephone line (412-682-6733) is a common loop start, 2 wire, Dual Tone Multi-Frequency
(DTMF) public switched telephone network (PSTN) line Inspection and measurements were
mada with all inside w:rmg dxsconnected '

Circuit Loss (1 KHz. Signal from Verizon Central Office) -7.5 dB. Normal This reading is
slightly degraded from the July reading by -2 2 dB

Lircuit Noise (Call Terminated to a Verizon Silent Termination) -7.5 dB. Normal. This is an
improvement from the July reading by -5.3 dB.

~ Power Line Influence 60.4 dB, Normal high, This reading is degraded from July’s reading by

+5.4 dB.

Transverse Balance below | KHz. Is 62 dB; 1 KHz. To 4 KHz. is 44 dB. This is within

- specification. The FCC Specification is 60 dB or greater for frequencies below 1 KHz. and 40
dB. or greater for frequencies between 1 KHz. and 4 KHz. This reading is no change from July’s
- reading.

Line Current 50.1 ma The range specified by Bellcore Specifications is 25 to 35 ma. This
reading is significantly out of Bellcore specification and is much too high. This readmg is 13.7
ma. higher than July’s reading,

Line Voltage Open Circuit, 54. 3 VDC. Normal This reading is § VDC greater than July’s
. reading.

Line Voltage, 900 ohm Termination, 10.4 VDC. Normal

MEMBER OF THE m GRrOUP OF COMPANIES:
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‘Line Impedance 710 Ohms, Normal Impedance is 600 Ohms. This is within normal
specifications. This is an improvement from July’s reading.
Crosstalk, -66 db, Although still present, the level is too low to be considered a problem. This is
- an improvement from July’s reading by -6 dB

A voice transmission was detected on the “on hook” line of 412-682-6733 at 12:30 P.M. by the
Americom, Inc. technician. There was a clear, -3 dB to -5 dB conversation on the line for several
seconds. When the test set was switched from monitor to talk, there was a 4 second delay in dial
tone. This is NOI normai and is a problem which needs to be addressed by Verizon immediately.

In addition to the Harris TS-21 test set used to test the telephone line, a Ziad PHD test set was
also used to measure line conditions. When a low impedance load was applied to the line (as a
means to determine stress test analysis) a measurable and audible rotary dial signal was present.
The numbers dialed were “0-2” in a three repeated pattern, This is NOT a normal condition.
Furthermore, upon extensive monitoring and later analysis of the data recovered, it is evident that
the line conditions were changing radically during the test. The line impedance, voltage and
current were fluctuating. Suddenly, all activity ceased and the line returned to normal.

A Radio Frequency sweep was made on the first floor. The analyzer used is a Sencore TVA. The
- scanned frequencies were from zero to 2,190 MHz Also, a Bird QV Frequency meter was used
to measure frequency levels. A Hewlett-Packard Spectrum Analyzer was used to analyze the
frequencies found. There were no abnormal radio frequencies evident.
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It is the opinion of Americom, Inc. that, on the day of this inspection, there was definitely some
abnormal conditions present on Mr. Marino’s telephone line. The conditions were present for no
more than § minutes but indications are that there was some sort of device or possibly a cable
problem that caused the radical changes in the line condition. The problems were EXTERNAL to
Mr Marino’s premises as all inside telephone wiring was removed. There is no reasonable
explanation for the monitored conversation on the “on hook” telephone line, the long delay in
dial tone when the line was placed “off hook,” the sudden changes in line conditions and then the
resumption of normal service other than either a device was being connected and disconnected
external to Mr. Marino's premises or there is a serious cable problem between Mr, Marino’s
premises and the Verizon Central Office.

Although many of the festin‘g parameters have been brought in line with normal standards, the
monitored conversation on an “on hook” line, delayed dial tone and higher than reasonable line
current Mr. Marino experiences are not normal and are of an external nature to Mr. Marino’s
premises.

- Thank you for securing the services of Americom, Inc. If you have need of any
telecommunications services in the future, please contact Americom, Inc,

-

Regards,

Rék.>

Ralph S. Giglio
Vice President Of Engineering

GROUP OF COMPANIES
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Exhibit

Defendant's counsel states on page four of its exception,that Plaintiff did not meet its burden of
proof in provideing evidence that Verizon's facilities where causeing the noise and crosstalk as
he reported and found and observed by Americom Inc.The burden of proof was met inretrospect
that Plaintiff's exspert not technical witness measured it and documented it on his report as dated
test results,no one else would be causeing the problems but Vearizon do to fact that Plaintiff's in
side wireing and equipment are operateing properly includeing his burglar system.

FRAUD:

Defendant for Verizon Pa Inc. states inits exception on page 4 of its fileing that the ALJ unduly
retied on additional testimony by Mr Giglio Plaintiff's exspert witness not technical witness,in part
consisted of casual observations (not test results ) by Mr Giglio to tip the evidence over the prep
onderance standard, finding that this additional testimony corroborated Complainant's claims that
he continues lo exsperience interference with his telephone. :

In this paragraph Defendant's counsel writes a FRAUD statement test results where provided
and interduced at the formal hearing as tangible evidence of record, surely Defendant's counsel
has provided the Commission with a false misguided statement the documentation of Plaintiff's
exspert was submitted and used as avered evidence to support the BURDEN OF PROOF.

in this the mistake and fraud statement the ALJ did not make error in his decision in that he |
properly credited Mr Giglio with his evidence and findings provided.

Defendant is trying to misguide the Commission that the ALJ just took Mr Giglio's verbal
testimony that is incorrect as verbal testimony supported his test results and findings,if no
 test results would have been taken the verbal testimony of Mr Giglio would have been hersay

‘The findings of Mr LeClair on December 29, 2005 of the bridged line is support of Mr Giglio
“and his findings in that it proves not just purden of proof but that a fact of a problem is exsisting
‘prior and after in a time frame of 10 days or better because Plaintiff reported repair orders to
the above argued term NOISE. '

On page 2 of Defendant's summary their counsel states that on a occasion that Verizon
had a area manager and a technician preform a test check and found no problems,again
this is Fraud this date was of December 29, 2005 when Verizon's counsel requested that

a test check be preformed before the formal trial was heard in this statement it is Fraud,
because at the formal trial the technician which was Mr Ronald LeClair admitted under oath
on the day he and the area manager visited Mr Marino's home that a bridge was found and
supposively removed.And in retrospect to ALJ decision Mr Giglio's finding's corroborated
with what Mr LeClair found inturn proveing that a line transmission problem was present,

in the admission of Mr LeClair he also admit that no proper test was found or could not give
a mesurement of ihe the line impedance that was on the bridge he just stated that he found
a exstension on the loop which is in viloation of the States loop required distance




Inconclusion to the above brought out FRAUD statements of Defendant’s Counsel, it is
“suggested and let it be sustained that the incorrect statements and misguided testimony
in Defendants Exceptions be STRICKEN out and dismissed in haveing any rejudgement

~ to this case. .

Note a court report was taken under oath of all parties Verizon Pa inc has stated FRAUD statements
inregards to these particular paragraphs listed.

?’é&cﬁ‘ulfy submitted - \’




Vince Marino
3324 Dawson St | ¥ :
Pgh,Pa 15213 Phone (412) 682 - 6733 (412) 225 - 0017 Cell

By Certified Overnight Postage
James McNulty
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Cornmonwealth Keystone Building
400 North Street - Filing Room
PO Box 3265
Harrisburg

* Ref. Vince Marino V.s Verizon Penngylvania Inc. Dockett No. C - 20055656

Dear Mr McNulty please find inclosed to the Repl'ys 1 mailed on October 28, 2006 a certificate of
service for the mailed reply’s towards Verizon's exception’s.

Very Truly yours

/Vr;ce Marino
L 9

horine. Brove e | RECEIVED
Honorable John H. Corbett Jr.

Chairman wendell F. Holland OCT § 0 2006

Vige Chairman James H. Cawley

Gommissioner Kim Piz‘zing‘n!l[ ) PAPUR | TILITY COMMISSION
Comnmussioner Terrance J. Fitzpatrick ‘ B GUREAL

Per certificate of service %ﬁéﬁé AHY'S BUREAY

1Y



Vince Marino
3324 Dawson St

Pgh,Pa 15213 Phone (412) 682 - 6733 Home
(412) 225 - 0017 Cell

Att: Mr McNuity.

Mr McNulty please find inclosed a orginal and nine copy's to my October 28, 2006 fileing of
Reply's to Venzon's Exceplion's towards Judge Corbett's Case.

| rushed Friday night for the simple reason that t got Verizoa's fileings on Fnday Oct 27, 2006

inturn they where delivered by hand delivery to your department despite of the quicker forwardmg

of the Exceptions 1o you i wanted to get my Reply's out on Saturday with ovemight mail,so i ask

for forgivness in my error of not sending a attached certificate of semce to you and the other parties

1alsoinclosed a certificate of Oct 30, 2006 aswell.

%mere

plece

s

Vince Marino

RECEIVED
OCT 5 0 2006

A PUBHG UTILITY COMMISSION
SEGRETARY'S BUREAY




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

- 1 hereby cettify that | have served a true copy of the foregoing document upon the partigs, listed
below inaccordance with the requirernents of 52 pa Code 1.54 relateing to service of party.

BY OVERNIGHT EXSPRESS CERTIFIED POSTAGE.

James J. McNulty Secretary
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Commonwealth Keystone Building

400 North Street - Filing Room

P O Box 3265 ,

- Harnisburg,Pa 17105 - 3265

Vs

Vince Manno

Hps

Dated on October 28,2006

- RECEIVED
0CY 3 0 2008

BLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

oA PU
& P@E@ﬁmm@ BUREAY
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Vince Marino SECaes 1) <J
3324 Dawson St | | aLrT e
Pgh,Pa 15213 - Phone (412) 682 - 6733 Home Sy

(412) 225 - 0017 Cell

By First Class Postage Dellvery
James J. McNulty

Pennsylvamia Public Utility Cammission
Commonweslth Keystone Building

400 North Street - Filing Room

P O Box 3265 ;
Harnisburg,Pa 17106 - 3265

RE- Vince Marino V.s Verizon Pa Inc - Dockett No. C - 20055656
Statement, Regarding the quick short time fileing of Defendant's Exceptions neanng the
end of the time limit,

Mr McNulty.

inclosed within is the statement + followed up along with my over might delivery of my reply’s to Verizon's

Exceptions to the referred case held on June 13, 2006 copies have been sent to Verizon's counsel ang

“Honorable Judge dJohn H Corbett JR regarding the quick and unsuspected delivery almost nearing the e
nd of ime to submit and respond to Exception fileing.

Yours truiy

Vince Madne
< ey -
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Vince Marino : L
- 3324 Dawson St S SECRELLOYL O LAELS
Pgh,Pa 15213 Phone (412) 682 - 6733 Home
(412) 225 - 8017 Celi

Date 10-29-06

RE. Vince Marno V.s Verizon Pa inc. Dockett No. C - 20055656
Statement, Regarding the quick short time fileing of Defendant's Exceptions nearing the
end of the time limit.

, To all parties involved in this case,especially counsel for Verizon on Friday October 27, 2006
found in my mat a letter from Verizon's counsef Katherine Lovette regarding fileing of exceptions to the
above referenced case. ,

 On June 13, 2006 a formal hearing was heard involveing Vince Marino v.s Vernizon Pa Inc. in the
" hearing evidence and testimony of both parties was presented to the Administrative Law Judge John H.
Corbett Jr A formal court report was taken at the hearing recording the case in the statements made and
the terstimony's of both parties and their witness's, it is to my exstreme and hard work on Friday night writ
“eting and fabnicateing the appropiate Reply's to Verizon's quick and sudden retaliation towards Vince Mar
ino in fileing almost to the end of the period of fileing and responding to exceptions the delivered mistaken
information that was included in the summary and the actual exception towards the ALJ decision that Jud
- ge Corbett decided and ¢concluded in his Initial decision on the presented case and testimony followed by
the evidence both parties presented to him on June 13, 2006.

In this case, it is important to understand that besides that the Burden of Proof is atways needed to win or
achieve wining a hearing,it is also very serious and important to understand & Exspert witness was used
and hired by Plaintiff to under go important investagation of the inadequate phone service that was and still
being provided to Mr Marino,this case is not & ordinary case it involves a 38 year field and telecomunication
exspert that has exsperience in the phone business for just a hair of 40 years,and that was hired by Bell of
Pa to do contratcted work at its Centeral facilities up untit 1989, this exspert Ralph S. Giglio Vice President
of Americom Inc. a telecomunication firm visited the horne of Mr Marino and preformed inside and outside
inspections visual and test preformed inspection with listed metering and measureing equipment.all of this
was done with the inside equipment disconnected in finding that Verizon was at fault with serviceing Mr
Marino's horne with inadequate phone service,on €ach and every time he visited the home of Mr Marino.
Mr Marino paid Americom to preform the needed telecomunication investagations that determined the fauit
of Verizon's cables and faciiities.

{ Termyt adequate meaniﬁg in a legal way or amount)

In defendants summary of its late filed exceptions counsel for Verizon specifically declines that the ALJ
has errored, it is fo my understanding and the study of this past recent hearing that it is clear and defined
that Venzon is the one that errored in no doubt,not only is the exception fileing out rageous it list's impo
rtant case factors that became distoted by counsel of Verizon and Eraud non ments of the case in this
counse! for Verizon uses a past case of Trautmann V.5 Verizon Pa Inc. in its provideing of the case coun
sel for Venzon mentions that the same 1ssue happened in the procedings that initialy a decision was rend
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ered favoring Trautmann by closeing of the evidence the ALJ decided towards the Plaintiff also in this case

- itis very imporiant that it was mentioned by Defendant's counsel that the same reports where being turned

i as did Mr Marnio on 75 occasions to Verizon Pa Inc. This is important to counter attack because it is fact
that not only has Mr Manine and Mr Giglio of Americom verified transmission problems but a past case was
heard regarding the same very reported pertinient matters to the PUC,in the closeing of Verizon's counsel
she states that a burden of proof was not met by Trautmann and that it was not proved that Verizon's facili
ties was at fault provideing inadeguate phone service to Trautmann.

In this example,it was not confirmed or mentioned if a Exspert witness was used in tts findings of static
poping or the associated matlers of the case were found,it is relevant that this is a mnappropiate topic beca
use, I is not the matter of past cases that a Formal Hearing refateing to any complaint of a utility be used to
render a decision but to give just a example to the decision after,in its example Verizon is suggesting that the
case be rejudged over a past case but not the burden of proof this is a matter of question now one must say
Trautmann V.s Venzon did not conclude a Exspert testimony nor did it present the mafching and fact evide
nce as Marino V.s Venizon so the case of example by Verizon should not have any weight to tip the scale to
Verizon it should be ignored because the example comes after the decision not before in judgeing a case,ev
ery case has and handles different facts and burdens of proof to make a decision,as did Honorable Judge John
Corbeti he took the facts and used them (o make a decision in favor of Plaintiff Vince Marinio then in his initial
_ decision used past cases to exsplain his decision and similar results. ,

FRAUD

As follows in the Exceptions filed by Verizon, counsel states and lists key facts and evidence as distorted
muslead information,in its Summary coumsel for Verizon states that on one occasion a technician and a
area manager visited the home of Mr Marino and found nothing wrong,this is @ FRAUD _statement this part
jcutar date was on December 29, 2005 and on this date it was requesied by Counsel Katherine Lovette that
the two manager and technician make a inspection of Mr Marino's phone line and system On this date as it
was given under oath and recorded on court report Mr Ronald LeClair found a bridge which was causeing a
exstension of Mr Marino's phone cable on Verizon's side meaning facilittes and associated networks.

{ Note a exstension on Mr Marino's loop of the’phone cable )

Inits memg of # 1 exception Verizon continues on that the ALJ unduly relied on additional testimony by Mr
Giglio which,in part consisted of casual observations (not test results) by Mr Giglio to tip the evidence over the
preponderance standard finding this additional testimony corroborated Compiainant's claims that he continues
to exsperience interference with his telephone ERAUD this is incorrect record holds the following 3 exhibits
submitied by plaintiff and his exspert witness included test results and offered times and dates and the equip
ment used to determine the transmission problems.

Itis also rmentioned of alot of equipment attached to the Camplainant's phone line this is fraud it has no
merits in any of the case never was it stated that Plaintiff has alot of equipment attached to his phone line
inside his home, nor was 1t stated that it caused problems this to is a misguided step to rejudge the case
and its original facts. FRAUD

Verizon's counsel twisted the most important key factor that made case favor Mr Marino and his exspert

witriess, the December 12, 2005 findings of Mr Giglio and the admitted testimony of Mr Ronald LeClair

in that he found a bridge exstension on Mr Marino's phone cable which was on Verizon's Facilitiy side

and supported the findings Mr Gigho found and observed and fested on December 12, 2005 basically
Venzon's counsel states that no proof was given it was it is stated on record that Mr LeClair found a cable

~ bridae on Verizon's side meaning cable and facility and associated property they have. This td 1s a mis

guided step fo make Verizon have this case rejudged FRAUD.

This letter was written on behalf of the quick and sudden dead line appearance of Exceptions filed by Verizon’
inthis letter {included Pertinient facts that counsel for Verizon stated as Fraud exceptions the matters i listed
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. are case Fact Not Just Proof it is important that the Comrmission realize that the misquided information be
adressed to as very important matters, i did not have time to submitt this and send it with my reply's do to the
mailing on Saturday i wanted the reply's and nine copy's to get to Mr McNully's office on Monday first thing so
finished this adressed statement on Sunday 10 - 29 - 06 i hope none of this misguided information be used to
rejudge the ALJ decision and i must say it is low procedure o send in a fileing two days before the deadline af
ter afl of this case was handled professionally in proper time manner.
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Office of Special Assistants
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Secretary
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VINCE MARINO
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VINCE MARINO

ce. Susan Hoffner
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BY HAND DELIVERY D O C U M E N‘E’ . 3 O

James J. McNulty, Secretary ' Ea 1

Penmsylvania Public Utility Commission F O L D E R A g R

Commonwealth Keystone Building U ; et =R 0l

400 North Street - Filing Room | s 5 0
P.O. Box 3265 > 3B
Harrisburg. PA 171053265 =

RE:  Vince Marino v. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.: Dockel No. C-20055656: REPLY
TO “UPDATE NOTE” LETTER FILED BY COMPLAINANT
Dear Mr. McNully

This letter is in reply to the letter referred 1o as an “update note™ that Vince Marino
complainant in the above-captioned matter, recently filed with the Commission  While the letter
is undated. a copy was received in my office on Octeber 23, 2000 which indicated that the letier
had also been filed with the Commission and served upon ALI Curbett For convenience, a copy
of the letter is attached hereto

Me, Marino’s letter indicates that 1t 1s not intended as an exception or ohjection to ALJ
Corbett’s Initial Decision issued in the above-captioned matter, bul instead is intended to
“updute” the ALJ, and presumably the Commission, on eveats that have occurred since the July
13, 2006 hearing.! ‘The purpose of this letter 15 to respond 10 Mr. Marino’s

statements regarding
events that have vccurred since the hearing was held

Aflter the hearing on this matter was held on July 13, 2006, Mr. Marino continued his
practice of making numerous contacts t¢ Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.’s (“Verizon PA™) repair
department claiming he was experiencing interference when using his telephone service (Mr

The “etter also asks some procedural questions regarding enforcement of the initial Decision

 Decision. There is no need for
Verzon Peansylvania Irc. to respund to these precedural guestions beyond stating that Vertzon Penpsylvania has
tiled Exceptions to the Initiad Decision, thus it is prematgre to answer Mr. Marino's
Comntission Order has been issued in the proceeding.

5 gquestrons uniil a final

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1778 HARRISBURG, PA 17105



| James J. McNultv Sccremry ' ‘
October 27, 2006
Page 2

Marine's original formal complaint claimed that his phone was being monitored or interfered
with, or wiretapped by third parties). Automated mechanized loop tests (MLTs) were yet again
conducted by the repair departinent and revealed no problems occurring with Verizon PA's
tacilities. I)cspztu this, Verizon PA dispatched technicians to Mr. Marino’s location on two
occasions prior o October of 2006 in order to perform additional tests and ensure that there were
no problems ceeurring.  No abnormalities were detected on either of these occasions.
Undeterred. Mr. Marino persisted in calling the Company’s repair department and placed several
calls to Verizon's Security Department complaining of continued interference with his telephone.

As was indicated by Verizon PA’s witnesses at the July 13, 2006 hearing, the Company
tested ity facilities 735 times from 2004 to 2005, when Mr. Marino filed his formal complaint,
including 33 dispatches of technicians to his location, including a dispatch of a technician
accompanied by an area manager to perform a full inspection in response to the formal
complaint, and found no problems oceurring with the Company s facilities. The Company also
voluntarily made changes to its facilities on several occasions out of an abundance of caution,
even though no problems were ever detected. See Transcript of July 13. 2006 hearing (“Tr.”) at
88, 89, 103, 138-139. It was Verizon PA’s position at the time of the hearing that no further
“aetion would be taken by the Company prior o receiving an Initial Decision and a Commission
Firal Order on Mr. Marino’s complaint proceeding

: Howev er, due 1o Mr. Marino’s pexsmem reports of pmbkms ai‘tu the hearing was he.d,
Verizon PA and Verizon Seeurity decided to deploy a team of Verizon PA and Verizon Security
personnel to Mr. Marino's location in order to ensure Mr. Marino. once again, that there are no
problems oceurring with Verizon PA’s facilities.  On Thursday, October 5. 2006, prior to

~issuance of the Initial Decision, 4 team of 6 Verizon PA and Verizon Security personnel were

dispatched to Mr, Marino’s location.  The team included i service technician, a splicing
technician, a local manager from the local repair department, an area manager who aversees the
area’s n.p‘ur departments, and two investigators with Verizon Security. The team conducted
“inactive™ tests on the following: voltage, resistance. and capacity balunce. These tests were
normal. The wcam then conducted the [ollowing “active” ¥ fests: line current, circuit loss, circuit
noise, power influence, stress, and voltage.  All of these inactive and active tests were normal
and within specification. The team then checked the pole and verified that the Mr. Marino is still
recetving service from the same working cable pair and that there are no bridges anywhere on the
line providing service to Mr. Marino. The team also had the dispatch center run an active MLT
on the customer’s fine and the results were normal. ‘

Mr. Marino permitted the team to enter his premises and perform some tests from inside
his home. Inside the home the team nofed the following equipment: a jack in the basement
connected to a cordless phone, a kitchen jack connected to a hardwired phone, two jacks in the
dining room not being utilized but having dial tone, three jacks in the living room, one not
utilized with dial tone, one with a cordless phone (on the hearing record Mr. Marino claimed

*This term means the tests were conducted on an open line from the x.emml office to the pole where the network
interfuce device is located.
*"T'has tern means that the tests were conducted with the service line connected at the network interface device




James J. MeNulty, Secretary ‘ : ‘
Qctuber 27, 2006
Page 3

these phones had been disconnected and were no longer being used)’ and caller i.d. box and one
with a fax machine and a “comsac” which Mr. Marin explained 15 a device for testing
interference, two bedroom jacks, one not utitized with dial tone and another attached 10 a long
cord running into another room and attaclmd to a computer. The team also noted a burglar alarm
«nd that the home is “Michigan pre-wired”™ except in the basement which is wired separately.

Inside the premises the team checked the dial tone at each juck und opened ezxch jack to
ensure there was nothing abnormal, The teany then had two test ealls placed from Vernizon PA’s
(ireensburg repair dispatch office and both calls came through with no problems or
abnormalities. Mr. Marino showed the team one of his cordless telephones and demonstrated to
the team how there was a delay in connecting to the dial tone when the cordless unit was turned
gn.  The team advised Mr. Marino that this was a common and normal occurrence when
operating a cordless telephone because it takes a cordless telephone a moment to search for a
signal. Mr. Marino also demonstrated 10 the team that there was an audible clicking noise when
the cordless telephone picked up the dial 1one. The team assured Mr. Marino that these types of
noises are normal and often occur when using a cordless telephone. The team disconnected the
cordless telephone and tested the line with the butt-set from the jack and there was no
interterence on the hne.  The team concluded that there are no problems occurring with Verizon
PA’s fachiities or the service Verizon PA is providing to Complainant. ~

Marino advised the team, and has advised Verizon PA’s counsel, regarding his
coneerns that a third party is threau,nmg, him by illeeally tampering with is telephone service
and regarding evidence that he is attempting to collect in order to identify this perpetrator. The
Verizon Security personnel and Verizon PA's counsel have advised Mr, Marino that Verizon PA
has detected no abnormalities upon its inspections and that he should contact the police regarding
these concerns.

Finally, Verizon PA has also taken the added measure of having the tcam s findings from
the October 5 2006 inspection, and the history associated with Mr. Murino®s telephone account,
internaily reviewed by uan inductive Coordination & Electrical Protection (ICEP) Engineer
employed by Verizon Communications” National Operations & Support Technical Support
Services {*“Fngineer™). It is the opinion of the Engineer that the tests performed by the team on
October 5, 2006 showed Verizon PA’s service to be operating within normal parameters in
satisfaction of the requirements of the Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa Code § 63.63. He also
epined that, il abnormalities occurring with Verizon PA’s facilities were causing the problems
Mr. Marino has complained of, there would be other customers in the area complaining of the
same problems, and Verizon PA has received no other compluaints, The Engineer noted that the
inside wiring configuring and the amount of equipment Mr. Marino has attached to the telephone
ling inside the home are unique and could explain why this customer is apparently experiencing
problems not reported by other customers in his neighborhood.

Boap wprl
Tr 30-31
3 This is un older method of wiring that runs throughout the house from jack 1w jack,



James J McNulty, Secretary . .

October 27, 2006
Page 4

The Engineer also reviewed a report, forwarded to Verizon PA by Mr. Marino, of the
tests pecformed by Mr. Giglio, who Mr. Marino hired to test run tests inside his home on July 21,
2006 ‘Lhe Engineer noted that radio frequency (RF) readings detected by Mr. Giglio and noted
in his report could indicate that there is some interference occurring because of radio frequencies
being transmitted totally independent of Verizon PA’s facilities, but that could be coupled into
either Verizon PA’s facilities or Mr. Marino’s equipment inside his home. Such types of
interference are not generally within Verizon’s scope of responsibility and are a police matter
and should be resolved by local authorities.

In conclusion. since the date of the hearing n this matter, Verizon has taken additional
and exceptional measures to test and re-test its facilitics and has attempted to assure Mr. Marino
that there are no problems vecurring with the service Verizon PA is providing to him. Verizon
PA has advised Mr. Marino that, 1o the extent he believes the problems he claims 1o be
experiencing are being caused by some third party acting illegally, or to the extent he has
evidence of such activity, he should contact the police.

A verification of the above-facts 15 attached.  If you have any questions regarding this
letter, please contact me. ~

Very truly yours,

Ahteriis € 1T

Katherine E. Lovetie
Counsel for Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.

Enclosure

eer - Honorable John H. Corbett, Jr.
Chairman Wendell F. Holland (via hand delivery)
Vice Chairman James H. Cawley (via hand delivery)
Commissioner Kim Pizzingrilli (via hand delivery)
Commissioner Terrance J. Fitzpatrick (via hand del wm)
Per Certificate of Service
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VERIFICATION

1, Patricia A. Dornisch, Verizon Pennsylvania lnc hereby state that fac;ts set forth in the
foregoing letter are true and coirect to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief, and that
expect Verizon Pennsylvania Inc. to prove the same at any further hearing which may bé required in
this matter. [ understand that the statements made herein are made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa,
C.S. § 4904 (relating to unsworn falsification authorities).

— o

Patricia A. Dornisch
On behalf of Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.

DATED: ///’)MA L] 04
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Vince Marino
3324 Dawson St
Pgh.Pa 15213

Phone (412) 682 - 6733
(412) 225 - 0017

Ref Public Utiity Commission Case C - 20055656

To the involved parties involved in the case listed above

Katherine E Loizette & Verizon Pa Ine Honorable Judge John H Corbett Jr, James J MceNulty secretary
of Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission.

I'm incloseing a update note, this is not a Exception just a note of what is bappening ©'m not i any diagreed
state with the order rencered. Insice vou will find information i have submitied and presently investagateing

the abnormal phone conditions are still present please adhere to the proper actions the involved parties need

to fotlow, after the intial decision exception fime has concluded i would like to know after the 45 day order how

- are we going to know if the appropiate actions whars taken as ordered by the judge Please in some time one

of the parties notify me of what will become of the order if the problem is still present as is w il there be 3 fine

or penalty imposed on Verzen Pa Inc as of the dates Iisted no actions have been rendered to my phone service
and past recent and present nvestagation find.ngs of out of standard phone service have been found zontinuely.
ang reported to Verizon and he authority's ; '

On Cctober 16, 2006 as wrtten inside this note Vice President Ralph S. Giglio of Americom inc. while pref
orming a test and measurement on Mr Marino’'s home phone varified again @ conversation of another party on
Mr Maring’s phone line coming from Verizon Pa Inc it was witnessed by both Mr Giglio and Mr Marino.

This is very important to the fact that someone is on Mr Marino's Phone tine and as reported by Mr Marino
heanng party on his phone line while recieving and makeing phone calls at (412) 682 - 6733 as this is being
confirmed time and time again it is covert and invasion of privacy Verizon s ot correcting this probiem,
thvasion of privacy 1s a federal felony and a state ¢rims,i'm sincerly adviseing Verizon to correct this issue
there are over 3 torts involved in this, :

PHONE SERVICE 1S STILL BEING INTERRRUPTED AT MR MARINO'S HOME NUMBER IN ISSUE
{ 412)682-6733

MR MARINO WAS ADVISED TO CONTACT POLICE IN PITTSBURGH RATHER CALL VERIZON INC PA
INFORMATION WAS TOLD BY BRENNAN M. YARNOT, CPP ‘

Inclosed is a update note, all findings will be submitted at reasonable time before 45 day petiod of order
is tendered Mr Marino ig ihvestagateing all issues and related personal as well as the service as to who
15 ordening the false and misguided information 1o him and the PUC Commussion This & very dangerous

_probiem we are involved in finding eves dropping on a phone service at the prowders termination facilty
with oul ‘a coutt order its been confirmed over 5 times.

RECEIVED 017 2 3 2728




Vince Marino
3324 Dawson St
- Pgh,Pa 15213

Phone (412) 682 - 6733
(412) 225 - 0017

Tp all parties of concern inregards to case C - 20055656 Vince Marino v.s Verizon Pa Inc.

Ref Note this 18 not a objection 1o the Honorabledohn H. Corbett JR decision or any type of (Exceptions)
again this is & note to what has occured from the time Verizon Pa Inc. has visited Mr Manno’s home

far leok into the matter of the improper and actual illegal phone service that s being provided to Mr Manno
at 3324 Dawsen St Pgh,Pa 15213 phone rumber (412)682 - 6733. '

As of the date Septemnber 20, 2006 and to the order rendered on that date, it is known that Verizon Pa, Inc

has been contacted over 6 more times do to phone transmission problems and abnormal aclivity that

s going on at Mr Marino's home phone (4 12)682 -6733 it is also documented by Americom Ins dates of

July 28, 2006 and October 16, 2005 that the phone service that is being provided to Mr Marino is stilt and

presentiy out of Pennsylvarua State laws and Federat Comunication Ciatation laws which the state adoptes

its regulatons from From the closeing of the format hearing Verizon has been contacted numerous times and

police reports fled to the matter.Mr Marino was aled by Trish a Verizon employee inregards to Verizon sched
uleing to visit the home of Mr Marine in October which was the second week of the month the exact date was not
tocken.at the vist Verizon nspected Mr Maring's inside wireing and as found had no problems, they also tested the
outside toop and termunation box the intire test [asled aboul a half hour to 45 minuetes roughly the group from
Verizon visted the home about 3 hour and a half in time or less.No findings where distosed to Mr Marino,at the date
of October 16, 2006 Americom Inc visited the home of Mr Marino test and investagation preforrmed by Vice preside
nt Raiph $. Gigho as in July's findings again was Verizon provideing. Mr Marino with improper phone service it found
othet disturbances on the line and found confirmed a party coverseing on the land hne. : '

Mt Gigho's findings will be sent in after the time has finished to the tntial Decision for any exceptions to be filed.

It i outrageous that Verizon is allowing this to happen,in the final term of the 45 day order that wili possiably take
eHact ordering Verizon to repair their facility's Mr Marino and its hired exspert and telecomunication firm Americom
Inc will continue to investagate the improper phone service and provide the data that is found.

1t s relevant that Verizon Pa Inc is not preforming the proper inspection at ther own property rrieaning someone of
a group a'e allowing this to happen it is a senous problem Verizon is not correcting.

Mr Marno's right to a safe phone service are being broken possiable and a sure inspection has varified other parties
on Mr Manng's phone line, evidence of covenr listening device was reported do to the ‘ine tests and line current measure
ments that Americom Ing has provideiMr Matino is paying for phone service and a monthly repair fee for any problems
that might normally occur to his phone line but the prob.em happening is being done continuely to s phong on

- Verizons property and facilities: : o

At the date in Oclober when Verizon s test group visited Mr Marina's home the main objective by security investa
gator Brennan M. Yarnot CCP to the problem was den't call Verizon to repod phone trouble anymore just call the
police and file reports to the police Mr Marino has spoken to police and turned this matter intc FBI Headquarters
in Pittsburgh aswellt is the property of Verizen of Pa Inc. that this problem is happeninig not 1n the home of Mr
Marino's Verizon i$ playing a game and appearantly hideing a serious problem that scrmeone s allowing o go




+ on this wiil ba nvestagated continuely and all necessary pertinient measures to the problem will be adressed
to Verizon FPa Ing and the comimission, as of the date the ordered rendered Vetizon ¢id not take any records
of any teSls prefcrméd at Mr Marino's home phone line. Siexriuing ; Wy R

i

-Note 1o Verizon Pa Inc. Mr Marino has not stopped paying the monthly phone bilt he is payng to have this inves
tagated the right to safe phone service is being continuely broken please adress this nole, as of the date and

- take the cotrective meastres Mr Marnino is not changeing phone service as mentionied by Trish that is a poor
excuse fo telt a customer Mr Marino or the past bill payer on the phone listed {412) 682 ~ 6733 has neverin
over 30 years reponied sach a problem o be adressed.

! Note Trish s a Verzen rep of some sort her last name was not taken

- As to Federal Communications Comrussion Created 151 Mr Manno's nght to phone service being provided
10 {412} 682 - 6733 1s unsafe and not in a rapid efficent manner and not o state transmission requirements,
and he s paying for it ont top of the problerm and a monthly repair charge. ,

if Mr Marino has reponted numercus disconnects no dial tones static and other issues and it was found by a
axspert telecomuncation firm i is refevant thatin @ accident and m need 0 911 & foss of phione service would
be a unsafe way to have phone servica and Mr Marino's father doas reside at his iome and s in a heart con
dition stale so this note to all parties is a serious update to the problem happering

incloseing Amencom Inc vice president Ralph S. Giglhio has reported this to Verizon Pa [nc security investaga’
101 Brennan M. Yarnot, CCP exsplained to him of the high current now found and the other findings.it s Oct
cber 19, 2006 that tus nole is written and no affirmative corrective phone service 1s being provide to Mr Marira.
From au the data vollected and the concentrated evidence of the problems and the mentioned listening devices
on Verizon's facility it is relevant that criminal activity is going on and that Verizon is allowing this togo on it is

o involved to say that this 18 a normal problem and as reported to police and the reports of Americom it is not
normal of a problem

if it 1s found that a cnnminal in Verizon has allowed or is assisting the party reported to law inforcemen: recog -
nized on Mr Mating’s fand hne and also reporied o Verizon security the appropiate criminal actions will fooken:

Yours Truly

/M KZZ&M’




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that 1 have this day served a true copy of the foregoing document upon

the parties, listed below, i accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54 (relating to
service by a party).

BY FIRST CLASS MAIL
Vince Marino
2324 Dawson Street
- Pittsburgh, PA 15213

&
Katherine E. Lovette

Dated this 27" day of Qctober, 2000,
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William T. Hawke Steven D. Snyder

o Kevin } Mckeon Janet L. Miller
K Thomas J. Smsegk Steven K. Haas
cKeon : Norman James Keonard - William E. Lebman
””” e ' Lilhan Smith Harns Rikardo 3 Holl
: ; ‘ Secou T. Wyland Katherine E. Loveite
: nlscak & ; fodd S. Stewart Ainy A Whitney
Craig R. Burgraff’ '
ennard LLP

AI“I ()RNEYS A’l LAW
100 North Tenth ‘street, Harrisbnrg, PA 17101 Phone. 717 236.1300 Fax: 717, 2’!6 4841 www hmsk- Inw com

& é;r
November 7, 20006 , - o
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, we ~= .

- BY HAND DELIVERY | et LTl
James | MeNulty, Secretary , T
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 2 -
Commonwealth Keystone Building @ )

400 North Steet - Filing Room > &

PO Box 3265 \ | A 1T
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 D (JCUMENT
RE: Vince Marino v. Verizon Pennsylvania Inc., Docket No. (- "00<56i6 EXTRA-
RECORD ATTACHMENTS TO REPLIES TO EXCEPE /7 rm 7

;\\ ~ 1' *»’.f2 ~

Dear Mr. McNulty. NOV 15 2008

.

On October 27, 2006 Vince Marino, complainant in the above captioned matter, filed his
Reply Dxceptions to Verizon Pennsylvania Ine’s (“Verizon PA”) Exceptions to the Initial
Dectsion. Attached 1o Mr. Marine’s Reply Exceptions are five letter-reports that were seut to
him by Mr. Ralph S, Giglio, who testified on Mr Marino’s behalf at the hearing in the above-
captioned maiter. The first three letter-reports. dated October 14, 2005, December 14, 2005 and
January 12, 2006, were entered into the record as Complainant’s exhibits at the hearing. The last
two letier-reports, dated July 28, 2006 and October 16, 2006, post-date the hearing and are not
part 0f the record in this matter,

Because Mr. Marino has. and continues 1o offer new information. Verizon PA believes it
is necessary to respond 1o such submission. First, Mr Marino's continuing habit of barraging'

g e

P Tae genesis of this case s Complainant's persistent and unwppmted behet that some unidentified individual or
indwviduals are somehow conducting surveillance upon him by tapping his telephone line. Based on that SUpposition.
tie Complamant burraged Venzon PA with ceports of trousle {75+ valls or contacts in roughly one year), claimed to
suppart his wiretap of nterception behef, ranging from cheks or noises on his line 1o crosstalk . As related in
Vetzon PA’s Bxceplions, the record shows Verizon PA tested its facilities on af feast 75 eccusions in the past pear,
mehuding 33 vceasions when tests were preformed by technicians dispatcked te Complainant’s loeation and one
vecasion when a futi 140% mspemon wiis performed by o techniciar accompanied by an area manager, and no
wbnormalitics or prablems with Verizon PA’s SJacilities vr service weee detected, Tr. 89, 99, 103,

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1778 HARRISBURG, PA 17105 @ Z’Z \\\




James J McNulty, Sccre{’ ' ‘

November 7, 20006

Page 2

Verizon PA and this Commission with an abnormal amount of conjectural or insubstantial
information regarding his stubborn belief that some third party is somehow interfering with his
telephone service and causing alleged problems should neither be condoned nor rewarded in thix
matter.  Second. these submittals (the extra-record letter-reports) do not add any substantial
evidence W the record which could satisfy the complainant’s burden of proof. Specifically. these
two additiona! self-serving letter-reports, like the other letter-teports that are part of the record,
stifl do not pipoint whether the problems Mr. Giglio claims to have detected are caused by
Verizon PA. some third-party or outside interference, or for that matter, whether the problems
Mr. Marine reports to Mr. Giglio that he continues to experience in Mr. Giglio’s absence could
be caused by his own telephone customer premises equipment,”

Therefore, Verizon PA respectfully requests that the Camussion take note that the July
27, 2006 and October 16, 2006 leters attached to Mr. Marino’s Replies te Verizon PA’s
Exceptions are extra-record materials '

Very truly yours,

f
Kathenne k. Lovette
Counsel for Verizon Pennsylvania Inc.

ce Honorable John H. Corbeu, Ir.
Chainnen Wendell F, Holland (via hand delivery)
Vice Charrman James H. Cawley (via hand dehvery)
Commissioner Kim Pizzingrilli (via hand debvery)
Commissioner Terrance J. itzpatricx (via hand delivery)
Vinee Marimo

" See Verizon PA Excentions at § ("The record alse shows that Complamant has {uts of equpment attached 1o his
wltphore line fuside his howe that could cause the types of probisms Complanant nas repurted, including a dial-up
persunal computer. & fox machine, a wall-mounted wlephone, two cordless elephones. 2 Radio Shack ~recording
control,” and a burglar alarm )
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Vince Marino | 0 / , I
3324 Dawson St [j ﬂ ‘
Pgh,Pa 15213 Phone ( 412) 682 - 6733 ; Ll

(412) 225 - 0017

"By’,F’imt‘ Class Postage R EC E !V E D

James J. McNulty,secretary ; -
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission NOV 1 0 2008
Commonwealthn Keystone Building

400 North Street - Filing Room | ‘ PA PUBLIC LTILITY COMMISSION
PO Box3265 ~ SECHETAHY'S BUREAY
Harnsburg,Pa 17105°-3286 ;

Date 11-9- 08 | | , | | DOCU?QNT
e (- JoosB0%, FOLCER

Ret: Verizon's letter of Vince Marino's Record Of Attachments To Replies To Exceptions

* Dear Mr McNulty:

Please inclosed and to the other parties involved,please stricken and disregard ail pertinient information
and data that Verizon's counsel has submitted, haveing to do with the exceptions and current letters it
is not case closed data The teview only is involveing what was heard at Formal Hearing,not the recent,
in my submitting of my Exsoerts tast results 1 submitted the later detes also in combatting the counsel
for Venzon stateing that there Is nothing wrong with my telephone.

Note do not use July's test reports or Octobers they where not introduced as evidence in the Formal
Hearing. Dates 2006 test results.

Also pleage excuse and do not acknowledge the fraud testimony of Verizon Counsel, regarding that the
evidence me and my exspert witness provided at Formal Hearing does not provide that Verizon's Facilities
are creating the transmission problems and inadequate service in which they do, bacause Verizon admitted
to finding a exstension on my loop as also did Mr Giglio of Americom Inc. in December 12, 2005 as did Mr

- Ronald LeClairon December 29, 2005 the statements that Verizon's counse} continues to right to you and
the Commission are faise all of the test reports of my exspert disclose that the problems of my telephone
are on Venzon's side again meaning all of their Facilities cables and property, it is foolish fo continue to ex
plain, this it is poor tatic of Verizon's counsel to continue to introduce this non ment false statement of the
evidence provided, all of Mr Glqlio's test reports disclose lo contact Verizon of Pa and repori the problems,
Mr Giglio is not discloselng a third party is doing anything itis a ‘wisted statement of Venzon's Counsel Mr
‘Glolio has stated that a party wag detected on Mr Marino's phone line _reqarding cross talk and to the ped
iniant_matters of his findings Verizon's counset is introgduceing false statements and rewrileing case facts
as if it it was written mistakeingly at the Formal Heanng




.  ° ®
As In Verizon's lettar str!teihg that the two additional test results are not case record,and that they
stlil do rio} pin point that the problermns Mr Giglio has found are the facilities of Verizon is a mis

gulded statement to encourage the Commission to rejudege the Formal Hearing This statement wriften
- by counsel for Verizon is False the problems are on Verizon's side meaning facilities and property

Note: As stated and case record Verizon of Pa on December 29, 2005 found and removad as to their
swearing under oath,a Bridged cable on Mr Marino’s phone line, admiting to bringing his 1oop at a langer
~ distance than State required transmission loop distance required by the Commission standards.

Incloselng, to shorten the inappropiate statements written and to confuse this case please disregard,and

- stricken out the information of Verizon's counsel regarding a review to the Formal Hearing,she is only trying
to contuse the case and possiably make a exstended time frame in reading casé facts and misjudgeing the
case Basically Verizon's counsel is trying to confuse the testimony that was sworn under ath and make a
lot of compllacated unecessary wasted time in this case,it was proven of the inadequate phone service Ver
izon admitted to the exstended loop on Mr Marino's phone line no Bridge 1s to be on a customers phone line
and as sworn under oath by Mr LeClair he could not state where the Bridge went what it was for or what was
connocted o it,he stated he just removed one Bridge. Ref page 142 of court rgport.

~ Also Vertzan's counsel introduced a case off record to mine titled C - 20065809 Richard Trautmann V.8
Verizon it was not used in the case or on record,it again as previously mentioned and stated by me Mr Marino
has no grounds for Merits to rejudge my case,i read all of that case it does not involve Exspert findings ¢ only
introduces testimony of Lay witness not exspert testimony or considered professional testimony. and it again
should be disregarded 1y any way shape and form to bs even considered as a axample against my case.

The mentoning of wire tapping again was not used at the Formal Hearing and the statements of Verizon's counss!
in the letter above mentioned and in her exceptions should be STRICKERN out of the review it has no mersit nor was it
introduced at the Formal Heanng, its not part of what the case was argued about.inadequate phone service was broy
ghtlo trial at Formal Hearing.

/espectfuﬂy submitted
o ) S~

L

Vince Manno
Ref First class mail

Honorable John H. Corbett, Jr.

Chalrman Wendell # Holland

Vice Chairman James H. Cawley
Comemissioner Kim Pizzingnili

- Commissioner Terance J. Fitzpatrick
Katherine E. Lovette Verizon Pa Inc Counsel




