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RECEIVED
James J. McNulty, Secretary ' @@@ ( : MAR 13 2006

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission Vil
Commonwealth Keystone Building ﬁ@ 4 j@fﬁ/wuﬁ IC UTILTY COMMISUIBN
400 North Street - Filing Room @5 » SEGRETARY'S BURLAY
P.O. Box 3265 ‘ ﬁ

Huarrisburg, PA 17105-3265

R‘I’:': Jean Reese v. Verizon North Inc.; Docket No. C-20043520; EXCEPTIONS TO
INITIAL DECISION

Dear Sceretary McNuliy:

Enclosed for filing with the Commission are an original and nine (9) copies of the
Exceptions of Verizon North Inc. in connection with the above-captioned matter. Copies of the
enclosed document have been served in accordance with the attached Ceriificate of Service.

If you have any questions, please direct them to me. Thank you for your attention to this
matter. ‘

ery truly yours,

Janet L. Miller '
Counsel for Verizon North Inc.

JLM/kmg

Enclosures

ce Hanorable Ember S. Jandebeur
Per Certificate of Service

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



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served a true and correct copy of the foregoing

document upon the persons and in the manner indicated below.

Service by First Class Mail:

Jean Reese
1938 T.entz Road
New Tripoli, PA 18066

Michael Swindler, Esquire
Thomas, Thomas, Armstrong & Niesen
Suite 500 ~ 212 Locust Street
PO Box 9500
Harrisburg, PA 17108-9500
.Ian t L. Miller 4

DATED: March 13, 2006
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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Administrative Law Ju
Ember S. Jandebeur U &U ‘ L]\D

JEAN REESE,
| Complainant
v o : Docket No. C-20043520
v ERIZDN NORTH INC,, |

: : alaiaii
| _ | Respondent - ; Ch ’;UMENT
0EH= FOLDER

MAR 2 G 2006

eatt

"EXCEPTIONS OF VERIZON NORTH INC.
TO THE INITIAL DECISION OF
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE EMBER S. JANDEBEUR
DATED JANUARY 3, 2006

Verizon North Inc. (“Verizon North” or “Company”), by its counsel in this mater,
Hawke MéKe(,m Sniscak & Kennard LLP, hereby files Exceptions to the January 3, 2006 Initial
Decision “ID”y issued by Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ") Ember S. Jandebeur in the
’above-::aptioned matter. Specifically, Verizon N’orth excepts as follows:

Exception No, 1: Finding of Fact No. 18 (1D at 4).

18. The community of interest of New Tnpoh customers includes Schnecksville. NT
39,42

Verizon North excepts to this Finding of Fact on the basis that the o_rﬂy support for the
statement is testimony given by William D. George, 11 (“Mr. George™), President and CEO of

Ironton Telephone Company (“lronton TC™). While Mr. George may }RE@PI‘ qu?f@‘i“i‘d
. ' ‘x"?v ‘i ‘.."2'.'3:;,;‘
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been with Ironton TC for 47 years, he admitted during cross examination that he does not live in
and does not receive service in the New Tripoli exchaﬁge. NT 3‘7438.‘41. Mr. George based his
opinions regarding the existence of a community of interest between Schecksville and New
Tripoli on “two previous formal complaints from customers of the New Tripoli area that want
EAS to Ironton,' and just the general growih ... over the past 40 years.” NT 41-42, Based on
this two items, Mr. George concludes that “the community of interest has grown tremendously.”
NT 42. This is not supported by the facts of this case.

Verizon North first notes that $chnecksviile is a town rather than a telephone exchange.
Whether a community of interest exists is determined on the basis of telephone exchanges, not on
the basis of individual towns with exchanges. Mr. George’s statements thatka community of
interest gxists bctween’SchnccksviUc and New Tripoli are irreievam to the iésue to be decided in
this case. |

Second, Verizon North points out that the enly New Tripoli exchange customer who
testified about the need for EAS to the Ironton exchange or with regard to the “community of
intcrc:si“’ of the New Tripoli customers was Complainant. No other customer came forward to
supmrt hér request. Mr. George’s statements on this issue are merely his opinion and are based
on hearsay statements he claims to have heard over the years. NT 46-47. The ALJ rightly
concluded that the petition of New Tripoli customers presented by Complainant to indicate
others also were interested in toll-free calling to the lronton exchange was “unusable as proof of .
anything.” FF 11, ID at 3-4. A determination that a community of interest exists so as to warrant

the implementation of EAS cannot be based on the scant and superficial evidence presented by

! One of the two complaints referred to by Mr. George, Mary Jo and Phillip Castrine v. GTE North Incorporated,
Docket No. C-00993015, was withdrawn prior to hearing. Thus, no finding was made in that case with regard 10 the
need for LAS and it cannot be relied upon as a basis for deterntining EAS is warranted here.

2
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C"omplainant and the opinions of Mr. George. Finding of Fact No. 18 should, therefore, be
stricken.

Even if the Commission were to accept the statements of Complainant and Mr. George as
indicating the existence of ’a community of interest between the New Tripoli and Ironton
exchange customers, the extremely low calling volumes produced by the March 2005 traffic
study pfcscmed by Verizon North do not support a conclusion that these calling needs are shared
byihe’ majority oféustomers in the New T ripoli exchange. WDT - Ryan at 9 Proprietary.

Complainant can only testify as to her calling needs’and 'thoée needs, by themselves, are
xiot Sufﬁciem to warrant the implcmentation of EAS. No other customer testified (or indicated a
desire to tesfif‘y} with regard to the heed to call the [ronton exchange on a toll-free basis and
Compluinant admitted the calling patterns of other customers in the Nexif Tripoli exchange
probably were different than her own. NT 22-23. Mr. George's testimony, if accepted, only
shows that he “believes™ other residents of the New Tripoli exchange would like to have an |
expanded toll-free area. For these reasons, the testimony that was presented is insufficient to find
that a community of interest exists or that there is a need for the majority of the customers in the
‘New Tripoli exchange to make toll-free calls to the Ironton exchange.

For the reasons set forth above, Verizon North’s Exception No. 1 shbuid be granted and
Finding of Fact No. 18 should be stricken. |
Exception No. 2: Finding of Fact Nos. 20 through 23 (ID at 5).

20.  Ironton TC has received complaints from its customers about an extended area of
service. NT 46

21.  Ironton TC believes if a public hearing had been held in the New Tripoli exchange
area “many more customers” would have voiced a need for an extended area of
- coverage. NT 49



22. " lronton TC believes that the Respondent should implement an extended area of
service. NT 54

23.  William D. George, II, President of Ironton TC, is 70 years 6ld and has lived in
the Schnecksville area his whole life. Ironton TC is a family business and Mr.
George has been involved in it his entire working life. Mr. George’s opinions
regarding the area’s community of interests are valid. NT 55-56

Verizon North excepts to each of the Findings of Fact set forth above on the basis that

-~ these smte_meﬁts are not based on facts of record presented in this case. Each of these‘F indings of

Fact is based on Mr. George's étatement of his opinioﬁs. While his opinions may, in fact, be

| valid, those opihions cannot substitute for facts of record that are sufficient to support a finding

that EAS from the New Tripoli exchange to the Ironton exchange is appropriate or warranted as a

result of this case.

Complaints that Mr. George may have received from Irontoﬁ TC customers “about an
émended area of service” are relevant only to decide if EAS FROM the Ironton exchange is
w:;rranked. These statements are irrelevant in determining if EAS TO the Ironton exchange is
warranted because Ironion TC customers have no standing to seek EAS from the New Tripoli
exchange.  The standing for such a request lies solely in the New Tripoli exchange cusiomers,
only one of whom testified at the hearing held in the proceeding.

Similarly, comments made to Mr. George dnri'ng soctal events are hearsay. When
questioned, Mr. George testified the statements he made with regard to the existence of a
community of interest and the ne,éd for EAS were based upon his “personal opinion” and
“personal observation.” NT 46, 48, 49, 54. Such opinions and observations cannot substitute for

facts of record, especially when those opinions and observations were not made by a Verizon

North customer from the New Tripoli exchange.
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Likewise, Mr. George’s “personal assumption” that “many more customers”™ would have
testified about their nced for EAS from the New Tripoli exchange if the hearing had been held in
the New Tripoli area is without any factval basis. NT 49. Rather, this is unﬁubstantiated
conjecture on his part. The only New Tripoli customer interested enoﬁgh to appear at the hearing
and speak out for the request&d EAS was the Complainant herselfl. No other New Tripoli
’exchan;;e customer indicated a desire to testify or declared a conflict that prevented such
testimony from being given. The testimony of a single customer witness, and the opinions and
“suppositions of Mr. George who is not a New Tripoli exchange customer. are not a sufficient
'b'asis on which to determine that EAS is warranted in this situation. |

Mr. George stated he believes Verizon North should implement the requested EAS
beczmsc “it womd be good public relations.” NT 54. Again, this is his opinion. Heis notin a
position to make such a determination on behalf of Verizon North and, although he may believe
the activities and consequences of offering EAS are outweighed by the “*public relations” gains
that might bc forthcoming, the Company may not see it in the same I,fght. Mr. George cannot
subsytitule his opinion for the bus“mess decisions made by Verizon North.

Finally, the fact that Mr. George is 70 years old, has lived and worked in the Schnecksville
area all his life aﬁd thinks he has a “pretty good sense” of ia'hai the community’s needs are, does not
make his opinions with regard to the community of interest of the New Tripoli exchange customers
turn into facts. FF 23, 1D at 5, NT 55-56. Whikle Verizon North has no reason to question the
validity of Mr. George’s beliefs, even the ALJ recognized in Finding of Fact No. 23 that the
statemnents he made were “opinions” rather than facts. Mr. Gcorge‘s opinions cannot substitute as

facts and Complainant did not offer sufficient facts to support the conclusion that EAS is warranted.
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For the reasons set forth above, Verizon North‘$~ Exception No. 2 should be granted and
Findings of Fact Nos. 20 through 23 should be stricken in their entirety.

Exception No. 3: Finding of Fact No. 27 (ID at 5-6).

27.  Allentown is not next to New Tripoli. . . . Both lronton and Schnecksville sit
between New Tripoli and Allentown, although one does not necessarily have to
traverse them to get to Allentown.  All three towns are north and west of
Allentown. New Tripoli is the farthest north and west of Allentown. Ironton is
the closest to Allentown on both the north/south and the east/west axis,

Verizon North initially excepts to this Finding of Fact on the basis thai there is no record
evidence to support it. The longitude and latitude coordinateé for the four towns mentioned by
the ALJ were not included in the testimony of any witness who testified at the hearing, nor is the
* source of the information stated in the Initial Decision. |

Verizon North also excepts to this Finding of Fact on the basis that the physical location
of individual “towns” within an exchange is not relevant to a determination of w’hcthgr EAS is
warranted. The Commission’s existing EAS Regulations (52 Pa. Code §§63.71'-63.77) provide
that an EAS poll shall be conducted when “a traffic usage study between contiguous exchanges
or between qualified noncontiguous éxchanges qualifies for EAS.” 52 Pa. Code §63.74. The
Regulation does not indicate the vélidity of an EAS request should be based upon the location of
towns within an exchange. The longitude and latitude of individual towns within the originating
exchange and/or within the exchanges that comprise the local calling area of the originating
exchange has no bearing on this proceeding and should not be considered as a factual basis on
which to d‘eiermine that EAS from the New ‘I‘ripdli exchange to the Ironton exchange is

warranted.
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The Commission’s Regulation at 52 Pa. Code §63.77 lists six criteria to be examined by
the ALJ and the Commission in an EAS case. None of ﬁlese“criteria’involve the physical
location of towns within the involved exchanges. Verizon North submits thaf the “demography
and the proximity of the exchanges as indicating community of interest™ is not the same
evaluation as where individual towns within the exchanges are located in relation to ea’ch other
and 'tha.l the latter evaluaﬁon is not an appropriate criteria to determine if EAS is warranted.

For the reasons set forth above, Verizon North’s Exception No. ’3 should be granted and
Finding of Fact No. 27 should be stricken.
Exception No. 4‘3 Discussion of Section 63.77 Criteria No. 4 (ID at 10);

| In her appliéatio‘n of the evidence presented in this case to Criteria 4 set forth at 52 Pa. Code

§63.77, the ALJ decided that the filing of a prior complaint seeking this same EAS, coupled with
Mr. George's opinions, was sufficient to find that a community of interest exists between the New
Tripuli and Ironton exchanges. She further explained ihat, an inspection of a Pefmsylvania map
showed that “the Jocal community would be annoyed by the current calling area scenarios.” 1D at
10. As stated above, Verizon Norph has no reason to doubt the validity of Mr. George’s opinions
on the subject of EAS. His testimony is just that — his opinions. Verizon North submits the
Commission must not accept the existence of a single prior complaint, the testimony of one
customer of the New Tripoli exchange and Mr. George’s Opinions as being sufficient to support a

finding that EAS is warranted as a result of this case.

% Verizon Nonth notes that Schnecksville is not a telephone exchange; therefore, an examination of the proximity of
this town with other locations within the New Tripoli exchange or the exchanges in its loca[ calling area has no merit
in g deterimination of whether the requested EAS is warranted,




The ALJ correctly points out that Complainant failed to bring any other customer witness to

suppon her request for EAS. ID at 10. The ALJ also properly pointed out that a determination of

EAS is to be based on the needs of the community, not the needs of individual customers, 1D at 7

{emphasis supplied), quoting language in the Order entered January 12, 1989 at Docket No.
!-8009()338: by which the EAS Regulations were adopted by the Commission. However, the ALJ
appears to ignore both these facts in deciding m@ warranted in this case. No testimony was
given to suppoit a ﬁnding that the New Tripol exchange community needs (or eve’ri wants) toll-free
- calling to the Ironton exchange? The testirhony giﬁzen by Complainant clearly does not represent
the needs of the New Tripoli exchange cdmmunity: her testimony represents her need to make calls
to the Ironton eichange. As noted in the Commission’s Ordéf at Docket No. [-8009338, the need
of an individual customer is not sufficient to warrant the implementation of EAS. 1D at 7. The
testimony given in this proceeding regarding the need to make toll-free calls to the lronton
cxc’hzmgé represents no New Tripoli exchange customer other thaﬁ Complainant. This testimony,
by itself, is insufficient to support a finding that EAS is warranted.

Finaily, the fact that customers of the New Tripoli exchange may be “annoyed™ with their
current local calling area when they look at a map, is irrelevant. Annoyance is no basis for a

conclusion regarding EAS.

For the reasons set forth above, Verizon North’s Exception No. 4 should be granted and

the Discussion set forth at Page 10 of the Initial Decision with respect to Criteria 4 of

Section 63.77 should be disregarded.

¥ Obviously, every customer would prefer to make calls without incwrring any charge; however, the provision of such
service by alocal exchange carrier is both unrealistic and unreasonable,

Mfs%&}t



Exception No. 5: General Application of the Criteria of 52 Pa. Code §63.77 (ID at 9-10).

The ALJ evaluates each of the Criteria set forth at 52 Pa. Code §63.77 by applying the

evidence presented in this case to each requirement, Based on her evaluation, the ALJ goes on to

find that each of the Criteria (with the exception of Criteria 3 - potential increase in local service

charge) “is not a barrier to the requested exiended area.” 1D at 9-10. While it may be true that

the mentioned Criteria are not a barrier to the requested EAS, this is not enough. In order for

EAS to be warranted, Complainant must present sufficient evidence in this proceeding to permit

a finding that each Criteria set forth in 52 Pa. Code §63.77 (or at least a majority of the Criteria)

weighs in favor of EAS. Complainant did not do so in this case.

Verizon North submits the application of the evidence presented in this proceeding results

in the following evaluation of the Section 63.77 Criteria:

Criteria 1:

Criteria 2:

Criteria 3:

The amount of toll charge traffic between the two exchanges. D at 9.

The toll traffic cvidence presented by Verizon North cléariy weighs

against EAS due to the extremely low call volumes demonstrated by that

study. WDT - Ryan at‘ 9 Proprietary.

The cost to thé utility of implementing extended area s‘e'rvi’ce. ’ ID at 9.
‘The evidence presented by Verizon North regarding its cosxsjto implement
the requested EAS weighs in fav.o;f of EAS. WDT - Ryan at 10-11
Proprietary.

The potential increase in local service charge due to implementation of
EAS versus the current cost to subscribers for inter-exchange toll calls. 1D
ét 9-10. The only evidence presented with respect to the current cost to

New Tripoli customers for calling to the Ironton exchange is the toll use of



Criteria 4:

Criteria 5:

® ®
Complain&nt. Ms. Ryan testified that her review of Ms, Reese’s bills from
August 2004 through May 2005 indicated 2 total amount billed of $6.72. |
WDT - Ryan at 12. This clearly is not a substantial cost when spread over
a ten~momh period.
Aithough thé monthly increaséih local service charge to customers of the
New Tripoli exchange if the requested EAS is implemented is not great
(26¢ per access line for the first year and 9¢ per access line thereafter,
WDT ~ Ryan at 11, N;F at 61), the ALJ pmperly determined thét whether
customers other than Complainant are willing to incur this additional
charge in retum for the ability to make toll-free calls to the Ironton
exchange cannot be known until a customer poli is conducted. 1D ;';t 10.
Thus, this Criteria weighs neither in favor of nor against EAS.
The demography and the proximity of the exchanges as indicating a
community of interest. ID at 10. As argued above, Verizon North éubmits
the evidence presented byr Complainant and Mr. George in support of the
existence of a community of interest between the New Tripoii and Ironton
exchanges is insufficient and, therefore, this Criteria xveighs neither in
favor of nor against the rcquestcd EAS.
The availability of alternatives to EAS This Criteria states only that the
availability of alternatives is to be considered. ID at 10. The Regulation

does not require that the evaluation include a finding that customers do or

~do not, or should or should not have to, take advantage of these

10
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alternatives. Thus, Criteria 5 weighs neither in favor of or nor against
EAS.

Criteria 6 ‘The economic effect 05 the con{munfty if the klocal service area is not
extended, 1D at 10. The ALJ properly decided that the failure to
implement EAS on the requested route will not “cause & caleulable impact
on the local economy.” ID at 10. This Criteria, theretore, weighs against
the implementation of EAS.

As the party requesting relief from the Commission, Complainant has the burden to
present evkideﬁce that is sufficient to carry her burden of pfooﬁ Complainant must demonstrate
that the evidence presented Weighs more in favor of EAS than it does against. It is not enough
’th‘at the evidence presented weighs neither in favor of nor against EAS. The evidence presented
in this case shows that only one of the Section 63.77 Criteria definitively weighs in favor of EAS,
 The evidence presénted on two Criteria weighs against EAS. The evidence prese'nted‘ x»"im
respect to the remaining three Criteria is insufficient to weigh for or against EAS. This is not
enough to satisfy Complainam‘s burden of proof that EAS is warrénted as a result of this case.

For the reasons set forth above, Verizon North’s Exception No. 5 should be granted and

 the request for EAS from the New Tripoli exchange to the Ironton exchange should be denied.

11



Exception No. 6: Conclusion of Law No. 3 (ID at 11).*

3.

The Complainant met her burden of showing that polling the Verizon North Ine.
298 exchange customers to determine if they want to accept the cost of an
extended area for local calling is warranted.

For the reasons set forth in its Exception No. 5 (which is incorporated herein in full),

Verizon North excepts to this Conclusion of Law. Based on the evidence presented by

Complainant, and the application of that evidence to the Criteria set forth in 52 Pa. Code §63.77,

Verizon North disputes that Complainant met her burden of proving that the implementation of

EAS is warranted in this matter, Without such a finding, there is no proof that polling of the

New Tripoli cxchange customers for EAS in unwarranted. Verizon North’s Exception No. 6

should be granted and Conclusion of Law No. 3 should be stricken.

Exception No. 7: Ordering Paragraph No. 2 (ID at 11-12).

2.

Within thirty (30) days of the Commission Final Order, Verizon North Inc. shall
conduct a poll (through a separate mailing i.e., not included with one’s monthly
bill) of their customers in the 298 exchange to determine if they want to accept the

- monthly charges associated with extending 298 to include the exchanges 769 and

799. The costs are as testified by Verizon North Inc.’s witness, Ms. Ryan.

a.

The poll shall include a brief explanation that states, “Many 298 exchange

customers have expressed an interest in having Verizon North Inc. extend

the local calling arca. The results of this poll will determine whether the
298 local calling areas will be extended to include the exchanges 769 and
799. Your prompt response is appreciated.” Verizon North Inc. shall
include a postage prepaid, preaddressed envelope for the customers to
return the poll. A postage prepaid, preaddressed post card poll is
acceptable. ‘

Verizon North Inc. shall allow thirty (30) days from the mailing date for
all responses to be received and collated. :

If more than 50% of the customers responding to the poll are in favor of
the EAS, Verizon North shall implement the EAS within sixty (60) days of
the final tally of the poll. '

4 Verizon North notes that 298, 769 and 799 are not exchanges but are telephone prefixes assigned to a particular

telephone exchange.

12




To the extent the Commission determines that Complainant has presented sufficient
evidence 1n this case to warrant a polling of the New Tripoli exchange customers, Verizon North
~ excepts 1o the requirement set forth Ordering Paragraph 2.a. that the ballot contain the language

b2}

“Muny 298 exchange customers. . . .” [D at 12. Complainant was the only customer who
testified in ‘support of the requested EAS. Her testimony cannot be taken as the testimony of
other customers within the New Tripoli exchange. Mr. George's testimony was based on his
personal opinions or obsefvations. His testim;}ny, mereforc, cannot represent the needs or
desires of New Tripoli exchange customers. The “petition” presented by Complainant is hearsay
and cannot be used to support a conclusion that anyone other than Complainant seeks local
calling to the Ironton exchange. FF 11, 1D at 3-4. Even if the Commission werce to determine
that a polling of the New Tripoli exchange customers is éppropriate, it is misleading and
- inappropriate for the customer letter to include the phrase “Many 298 exchange customers.” At
the most, the customer ballot letter should read “Some 298 exchange customers.” Ordering
Paragraph 2.a. should be amended to require the customer letter to state iﬁat “some” customers
have requested the EAS.

C)’idering Paragraph 2.b. assumes that the customer ballots will be retumcd to
Verizon North for tabulation. This is not appropriate. As is the normal procedure in EAS cases,
the completed ballots should be returned to the Commission’s Bureau of Fixed Utility Services.
In order to ensure no questions arise as to the outcome of the tabulations, Verizon North should
not receive completed ballots and should not be responsible for tabulating the ballots to

determine if the customer poll is valid and in favor of EAS. Ordering Paragraph 2.b. should be

13




atnended to reflect that customer ballots are to be returned to and counted by the Commission’s
Burcau of Fixed Utility Services or to such other Bureau as the Comxﬁission designates.

Ordeﬁng Paragraph 2.c. only requires that more than 50% of the returned customer
ballots ﬁrote in favor of the requested EAS to require implementation. The Commission’s
Regulation at 52 Pa. Code §63.75 pro{/ides for a two-prong assessment of the customer balloting,
F‘irst, the Regulation requires that at least 50% of the mailed ballots must be returned for a
customer poll to be valid. Second, and only 1f the balloting is valid as set forth above, at least
50% of the returned ballots must vote in favor of the EAS in order for implementation to be
required. Ordering Paragraph 2.c. should reflect both Section 63.75 requirements for balloting of
New Tripoli exchange customers.

Conclusion.

For all of the fbregding reasons. Verizon North Inc. respectfully requests that the
Commission grant these Exceptions and amend or modify the January 3, 2006 Initial Decision of
‘ Administrétive Law Judge Ember S. Jandebeur as set forth herein,

Respectfully submitted,

Harrisburg Energy Center
100 North Tenth Street
P.O. Box 1778
Harrisburg, PA 17105
717-236-1300

DATED: March 13, 2006 " Counsel for Verizon North Inc,
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James J. McNulty, Secretary MAR 9 8 7004

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission R

P. O. Box 3265 pA PUBLIC UTILITY G728

g rm r T P St
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 s TARY D

RE: Jean Reese v. Verizon North, Inc.
Docket No. C-20043520
REPLY EXCEPTIONS
Dear Secretary McNulty:
Enclosed for filing with the Commission are an original and nine (9) copies of my
‘Reply Exceptions in reference to the matter listed above. Copies of the enclosed

document have been served in accordance with the attached Certificate of Service..

Should you have any questions, please contact me.

Thank you.
Smcerely, D O E UM EN-E-
ean Reese F O g..,z,j E R
Complainant
Attachmenm

cc: Honorable Ember S. Jandebeur
Per Certificate of Service



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served a true and correct copy of the foregomg document
upon the persons and in the manner indicated below.

Service by First Class Mail'

- Michael Swindler, Esquire

- Thomas, Thomas, Armstrong & Niesen
Suite 500 - 212 Locust Street

P O. Box 9500 ,

Harrisburg, PA 17108-9500

Janet L Miller, Esquire

Hawke, McKeon, Sniscak & Kennard LLP
100 North Tenth St.

P O Box 1778

Harrisburg, PA 17105
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MAR 2 2 7006

PAPUBLIC UTILITY Cov 1 irD
DECHETARY'S LB o

Lo CRoene

DATED. March 23, 2006

¢/ Jean Reese



BEFORE THE ;
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Administrative Law Judge

Ember S. Jandebeur MAR 2 3 70

A PUBUC U LH\ rv T ISSIGN
g : *.t an Tf‘ll’“’” R
JEAN REESE, ‘ :

Complainant
V. , Docket No. C-20043520
VERIZON NORTH INC

NOCUMENT

FOLDER Renpoi @@D @Bm m&

REPLY EXCEPTIONS OF JEAN REESE
TO EXCEPTIONS OF VERIZON NORTH INC
DATED MARCH 13, 2006
POSTMARKED MARCH 14, 2006
RECEIVED MARCH 18, 2006

TO THE INTTIAL DECISION OF
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE EMBER S. JANDEBEUR
DATED JANUARY 3, 2006

The question of whether or not Schnecksville is a community of interest to New
Tripoli customers was addressed at the hearing and was supported by testimony as
to the existence of businesses, doctor’s offices, pharmacies, major grocery store and
the local community college. Also, the close proximity of Schnecksville to New
Tripoli - 10 miles ~ would support the argument that the area is a community of
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~interest. Although Verizon North Inc (Verizon) disagrees, the physical location of
towns should certainly have some bearing on the local calling area just by definition
of the word local'. Verizon’s issue with the reference to Schnecksville - a town -
rather than the exchanges of 769 & 799 did not seem to be a problem during
testimony. Reference to the two exchanges seemed to be understood by all parties.

While Verizon considers the testimony of Mr. William D. George on behalf of
Ironton Telephone Co. to be only opinion, he does reside in the area and would have
actual knowledge of what would qualify as a community of interest for New Tripoli
customers. On the other hand, Ms. Regina Ryan on behalf of Verizon North Inc.
testified that she does NOT reside anywhere near the Schnecksville or New Tripoli
areas. She could not possibly have any first-hand knowledge of what would
constitute a community of interest for the New Tripoli customers.

Many of Verizon’s exceptions are based on the argument that the testimony of
myself and that of Mr. George are only opinions and not fact. However, they were
given under oath and are credible.?

The argument that the EAS is not warranted due to the low calling volume produced

by the March 2005 traffic study conducted by Verizon could also be viewed as

ONLY an opinion. As testified by Ms. Ryan, the calculations reflect only Verizon

access lines and not all 298 customers. Not knowing what percentage of customers
was involved, how could the traffic study possibly be viewed as accurate?

While the withdrawal of two (2) previous, similar complaints, may not be a basis to
warrant the EAS, they should certainly indicate that there has been prior interest in
the EAS. One of the former complaints also included a petition contaimning 400
names. And, even though the ALJ concluded that my petition listing 298 customers
interested in the EAS was “unusable as proof of anything”, it should certainly imply
that there 1S a community interest in the EAS.

The lack of supporting witnesses at the hearing should in no way be viewed as lack
of interest on the part of 298 customers. If anything, it must be viewed as a lack of

'Of or relating to a place. Pertaining to, existing in, of interest to, peculiar to or serving a
locality. Not broad or general, confined.

*Believable, plausible, reliabic



knowledge on MY part. Since I was not aware of the need for further witness,
thinking that the petition would be viewed as support of the EAS, 1 never solicited
additional witnesses. However, in light of the location and time of the hearing, I

- sincerely doubt that there would have been a large response. Again, please do not
view that as a lack of interest, but rather a matter of priorities - jobs, kids, etc

As Verizon notes, [ can only testify to MY calling needs. And, they can only testify
to an inaccurate traffic study. My calling needs would certainly not warrant the
EAS. Verizon’s insinuation that I have instigated this complaint due to my own
personal calling needs is, at the least, amusing. My calling costs to the 769 & 799
exchanges are very minimal as testified to by Mrs. Ryan. My time and effort in
trying to effect the EAS far outweighs my documented calling needs. As [ testified,
this complaint came about as a result of a simple inquiry into the absurdity of the
situation. I pursued this issue because it seemed to be the right and sensible® thing
to do. Verizon does not seem to know which position to take --- whether [
instituted this complaint because of my toll charges to the 769/799 exchanges or ju
spite of them. Their comments are a bit confusing. Untortumtly for Venzon I have
not yet been plagued with total apathy.

Verizon is also correct in their opinion that every customer would prefer to make
calls without incurring any charges. I assume that includes Verizon’s attorney and
employees! However, as nice as that would be, neither I nor anyone that I know has
a problem paying for decent service. No one is requesting anything for free. And,
since the 298 customers are already in the highest rate band, covering only five (5)
areas including New Tripoli, that is far from the truth. The petmon containing 200
plus names was for better service, not free semce

In conclusion, 1 have to wonder why Verizon has gone to such great lengths to
prevent this EAS since no financial burden or loss would be ingurred by Verizon.
Verizon’s Commitment, in part, as listed on their web page (copy attached) “1s to
put our customers first by providing excellent service”.........and “By focusing on our
customers and being a responsible member of our communities™........seems a might
bogus - in my opinion.

*Having or showing good sense, reasonable




1 respectfully request that the January 3, 2006 Initial Decision of the Administrative

Law Judge Ember S. Jandebeur remain as ordered with exception to modifications
of the actual polling procedure for the sake of accuracy and/or efficiency.

Respectfully,

Jean Reese
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