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FEB 1 7 2005
PAPUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSICN

Edward T. O'Toole, Complainant
13152 Rennoll Road

’ Glen Rock, Penngylvama - 17327
Pennsylvania Public Udlity Commussion SECRETARY'S BUHEAU . '
Atln:  Angela T. Jones ; ,
' Administration Law Judge :

P O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105 3265
re. C-20030854 EXCEPTIONS OF. COMPLAINANT

Edward T, O’ Toole, Complainant Edward T O°Toole, Complainant

s
Metropolitaty Edﬁson Company, ReSpondent : My Service is with “Met-Ed”. NO'T Métropoliten Edicont

Initially: ALY cotrespondence {o zﬁe indicates the electric company servictng me 1s Met-Ed,

The “Tacif 1s written as if there are three distinet “cornpanies™ to whorn T amn respcmszb le for different aspects of “Tariff”
= "This alone is.a violation ~ the “consumer™ is “confused” as ko whom, what 15 where and how to rcs;xnu to, for what ~ this
was staled by me at the hearmg -&- ignored; The “consumer™ is not permutied more than one “nam-de-plime” |
Faer:  Premise “guaranteed” is “WE, THE PEOPLE”, -NOT- “WE, BIG BUSINESS”RULE!  An inahenable RIGHT!
Inequity; [THIS] “.compiéinan ", who is {almost] always, the “consumer” is bound to respond to the “decision” within a
stated 20-days, of which is notin reality 20-days; as the 20-days begins from the date on the “dgciéian” -&- can beas little
a5 13-days! one day is “lost™ in the confines of the “Court™, 5-days can be “lost™ in the “postal” arena, as was
wine; and another day (minirura) 1s lost as the “delivery™ 1s not logically received until the end of that delivery date
{when the consumer arrives home from his her work-day). =further referencing will be é]ue:datad w;zrhm taxt Below=

Actualiy: “TARIFF(S)” are wntten by the UTILITY, thus exists a built-in bias!

(the) “PUBLIC” rarely is given the opportunity to review these “tariffs” prior m “approval”. Evenif {the public) did,
; (a) most of the public would not tmderstand (the verbiage),
{b1) most is written such that the knowledgeable still can’t fathom
(b2) within the “tariff”, statements are contradictive such that
- that stated at one locus is “retired” at another locus & subsequently re-nstated, only to be negated at another!
- (the) PUC (pretty much) “rubber-stamps” these presented TARIFFS for a variety of reasons! ‘
possibly: PUC i:an‘t understand the Tariff either = explaining why the power compamés have unlhmated “power”.
BEYOND A SHADOW OF A DOUBT 15 INCUMBENT to BOTH parties in this mstance
-as- the “RESPONDENT” has TOTAL CONTROL of the motif
“mnotif” is an INfangible of which ALL is UNavailable for regulatory manipulation(s) by the consurmer,

“This is not only known by the electric company, but definitely ufilized to the Utility adventage!
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EXCEPTIONS: : MOST of which are‘to, the “decision” as seribed-
MANY of whi‘ch are breaches, infractions, and transgressions of COMMON SENSE!
MANY have NO PERTINENCY 1o “electricity” -de- COMMON SENSE is IGNORED!
‘Was NOT received by me until February 7 Due to weather conditions & inaccéssibih’ty & mability to:
[a] be“athome™ at the delivery time(s) [b] “pick-up” at t}ie poét office during (their) business hours

{c] weather conditions  PostPerson could not get in (driveway) — I couid not get out!

The PUBLIC has [life] responsibilities other than to “respond” to such documents as this ~ regardless of how important
(& p&t&ﬁx()ﬁnt} this “response” appears 10 be - especially as such as these should never be permitted to “infect” the “public™.

: eXcept in the eyes of this “court™ HOWEVER. the ramifications to the PLUBLIC are “monstrons™ |
This, agam, demonstrates the BIAS afforded the UTILITY! and: an apporent bias against protecting “the consumer”,

In My Particulor Situation: | ‘

fam bgzi'ng required to respond in less-than-two-week .{20«&@3 minué. inert daysj to a decision that took this “commmission™
 over one-hundred days to prepare, 1 am being 1equired to limit my response wivmd & 46-page decision, within a 25-pege
maximum of which almost all is scribed in non-sentence-format staterents —as opposed to the “narmative™ format.

Itis an IMPOSSIBILITY to respond to such a fragmented formatted presentation in even double that 46 pages.

Each “statement” requiires 2 expandedly formalized definitive “response™ -~ especially as many of the statemnents are not only

inaceurately scribed ~but- mahy are not even “electrically” :efeiencing. . Common Sense indicates transcription error!
QUEW TON: Are these inaccuracies literary :Ilce}z.rcv or mis- wnderstood or ignorance-of-the-subject-matter?
Is the mis-understood because of poor recording by court equipment ~or- {your) office equipment —or- BOTH!
~or- the fact thet the stenographer is attempting rwo fiunctions at the same sime: |
~or= 10 “write: transcribe” while attempting olso 1o comprehend the nex contined testimony presented
Court testimony is by verbalized syllubles while transcription is by ,nj)elling either way
Mary errors, upon re-reading, are OBVIOUSLY by common-sense, irrelevant to “clectricity” .
and. should, no would dictate a questionable “logic”, g:speéz’a!fy by YOUT
~or- o COMBINATION of bothi |
~or~ simply careless interpretation of verbiage ;or~ more simply: CARELESSNESS, period!
It 1s understandable that the stenographer may heve difficulty with some of the téminqiogy funless “fluent”}

“but not so for 2 * judge” whose “appointment” is to adequately comprehend and evaluate this type of, présenratz‘mz(s);
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and, such inpecurocies (“faux pczwc »Y  thould thus expose themselves like an-orenge-among-apples
4 7

Many of (my) “EXCEPTIONS” would require “reference'-documcrﬁaﬁaﬁ“, which might véell requure “literature-search™
~which also requires time; especially as my “day” requires day-to-day time expenditures in perfoﬁnaﬁce of a “day’s work™,
aside from this, being out-of-my-professionsl area-of-expertise!  though I do profess a certain level of electrical knowledge.

4 1 also tﬁke offense tdthe frequent reference (int this decision) o my not being a [hcensed} ELECTRICIAN thus being
electncally mept  AND  the Lormnu“d referencing of the “expertise” of the ~also, not licensed- Met-Ed mmeSSCes)t

I'may not be a LICENSED electrician or professionally word within the electrical field, but I defiritely have [far] more
thair a nornal knowledge of ELEC’E‘R}CXTY! which was well dernonstrated both by question{s) & response(s) at the heanng!
There was NO DOCUMENTATION PRESENTED, REQUESTED or submitted-when-requested-by-me of the EXPERTISE

of the Met-Ed witness{es), in contrast; was ignored &:or vocalized by you as non-pertinent to this hearing ~ on electricity.

FACTUALLY: certan Met-Ed witness/a<) admutted lack of lcmwledge &:or education & or experience, as well as was
shO'wn to have a lack of knowledge of that’being testified to by them! Such, howcvcf, also igmored by ‘you, YE’I‘ {vou]
- STILL maintaining their EXPERTISE in the areﬁ to wit their testimonies being given. fo wit: (thej‘{) Frequently requesting
assistance from others —ot- verbalizing that such [inherent to their “expertise”] being “back at the office™.
This being equatable f,a’a bookkeeper stating his ability to count fo len wus i his desk.
When 1 asked them 1o produce such “education™, my request(s) were IGNORED or steted NOT NECESSARY!
elso ignored by this court was: MY statement(s) not only of my specificity within the electrical motif & subject mattér,
but more importantly the fact that: B
a} 1 wqued as an {li(:ensed “joumeyman’” s} ELECTRICIAN®S HELPER for FOUR-AND-A-HALF YEARS
'b] 1designed ths electrical format & plan for my own (prévious) home —&- “commended” for sante by BG&E
who used this home (during its construction) for toured demonstration(s) as to how a home should be “wired™!
an 800 amp, (4) 48 breaker panels, with a “main™ supplied by either BG&E or self-housed generator, ete.
an nternal design such that NO EXTENSION CORD(S}) would be needed anywhere within
and: hight switches would seldom be used to effect light wathin a room - just “walk-in™ or “wave”
¢] [designed FOR INDUSTRY the electrical plan & needs for “mboratorv * usage,
d} Tdesigned FOR HOSPITAL LABS the electrical needs & locations of same fto meet the locale-needs of apparatus)
¢}  In Your Presence [ vocalized specifics as well as explained that (current) e‘mez‘ing & supplying ray current farm,
txf which Met~Ed dontinually (salf—sewiantly(} referenced as a “residerjm"; &: YOU "bought” this deception!
] Inyourpresence, I contested [knowledgeable] and substantiated many of the “facts™ presented by Med-Ed

Yexperts? as being maccurate or out-right mcorrect —and- gave (verbal) documentation as to why
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-t wit- Mei-Ed simply responded: “not important™ -BUT- the worst was tha: YOU allowed this to occur!

Even Thaugh; Met-Ed st,a{ed the current{o a hdusehold 1S corarmonly 200 ampere -mine is a FARNM!
Even Though: Met-Ed states voltage to a housekold is 120 voits

1 ¢ountered with the voltage provided is termed to be 120 volts but factually, mdustry-wide, that is deerned MAXIMUM,;

1 ex;:lamed that actual transmitted is scaled (supposedly) to be. 110‘22.0 volis, with 4 “nomm range” of 110-112 volts
| . aud I explatned why! BUT: without any expianation from Met-Ed, YOU égreed with Met-Ed!
| and DISMISSED my request for th:s fo be presented IN WRITING |
o yet REQUIRED ME to produce TN WRITING things that are INtangible
YOU even agreed that the current through my home is ABOVE that allowed, |
BUT refised  To ackrtnwledgc that such definitely causes producf dét:riomﬁon and destruction.

AGAINST CUMMON SENSE - YOU agreed with Mef-Ed that [F an appliance is present, it is IN USE!
and these non-in-use apphances are the canse of my “electrical problems™ & “breaker popping”, even when tumed OFF

AGAINST COMMON SENSE ~ YOU agreed {with Met-Ed} 49-50 year-old transformers are Tiot “old”.
| yet - agreed with the statements of Met-Ed that my 5-,20-year-old appliances are xﬁaLﬁmaﬁoning because of age!

YOuU REUEVED Met-Ed when they merely said these old transformers use the same “fuses” ete. contradicting me, as the
new ones wﬁmout requesting documentation -&- “dismissed” my request -&-REQUIRED ME to DOCUMENT INtangibles!

fact: ‘The ORICINAL equipmented fuse is NOT the “same-as-today’s™ ,
fact: These transformers have been “gerri-rigged” to ACCEPT  newer model “fusing” NEW DON'T USE FUSES!
ALSO: The NEW trensforruers gre half this size of the “0ld” and have 2-3 times tne capacxtv

‘The so-czﬂ}ed “EXPERTS” of Met-Ed not only did NOT know ELECTRICITY but had to ask for assistance frequenﬂy

 from others present, and presented NO “CERTIFICATION” in the electncal area and admitted o “formal

schooﬁng” . elestrienty. 1 had informal “hands-on” expetience under a licensed Master Electrician for 44 years.

p Ay

but ] was required to produce such, though [ verbally demonstrated sucht
These so-called EXPERTS claimed that on an on-site visit, electrical eqmpment was seen On-Premises and connected

 thus, by definition of being there, were IN-USE though where situgted there was OBVIOUS NG ELECTRICAL QUTLETs.

Met-Ed states I have sufficient electric supply for my residence;  butl do NOT have e msiderice, Ihave s FARM!
and this FARM has multiple buildings

and as such, TARIFFS state: Met-Ed 1S RESPONSIBLE to supply my nesd
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Mat«ﬁd states 200 amp service is “the norm™  but  has neglected to state that federsl recommendations TODAY is 500 A
because: &0 many day-to-day apparatus is increasing and being ELECTRICALLY ORIEN_TED- |
 and the “houses are larger” Previous: 2-3 bedroom : Now. 4-5 bedroom with & “family™ as wellas a “living” room

“Met-kd” is now “recornmending” for NEW CONSTRUCTION HOMES. 350 minimum -but- ayoided stating th1s herein.

- In 1955: 100 amp service was required in new HOME construction

 In 1985-6: 200 amp service was considered STANDARD for new HOMEs
In 1990-1: 250 amp servicé was recomumended for 3-bedroom homes
I 1995-6 a (good) contractor would ﬁot “build” with less than 300, wanted 400
 novr MOST Electrical suppliers are (a) advzsmg 300+ amp & f_INDERg;romd
| and recommending 400 amp & 'UNDERgrmmd
| N otepsee DO Your Own HomeWork! Do NOT ALLOW Met-Ed io do it for ybu! or DICTATE toyou!
; (,HECK the TARIFFs & (peruse) FEDERAL publications!

; 1 have found this is not the only Penusylvanin cotzt to IGNORE Federal recommiendations!
The TARIFF CLEARLY STATES: Owner responstbility begins with the METER-IN
| ‘ Met-Ed responsibility ‘ ends atthe METER-out
QUESTION: WHY does PUC allow Met-Ed to CHARGE for supply TO METER? -

This is @ VIOLATION of the RIGHTS of the PEOPLE
and FAVORITISM TO BIG BUSINESS - allowing the ROBBING of the CITIZEN
no UNDBRUROUND 1s ot only RECOMMENDED but more than half of the states are now installing
UNDERground service  beeause- - LESS tnaintenance; LESS outages; LESS atmospheric “t‘;onfammauon”;
LESS loss-of-life when “downed” due to “stormn™ & “accident”, LESS electronics (& space mﬁﬁssionj mtetfé:enc§
6s well 85 telesommunications mterference, LESS ambient temperature effect; Less coxr’osion«tréﬁsed Iine*drOpﬁ |
- LESS “environmental” nfluences due to atmospheric inductive “stray™ & “‘power Vadanc'e"“ &';fcorrosio "

The Met-Ed staternent that undﬁgroﬁnd. “life expectancy” is much shorter is FALSE | |
‘The Met-Ed statement that the “repair™ is more expensive 1s FALSE ~ ‘
When including continual maintenance costs of aesial lines (especially that due o winds),

TRENCHING process is extremely easy with thay’s equipmcﬁt (5-8 sec/foot) ~&- “easements” are already there
| “Underground” is “pedestal” oriented thus easier to work on & does NOT require (expensive) “Butket-Trucks”,

© MOST OF ALL: WHATREALLY OFFENDS ME is YOU It
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v REFERENCE: YOUR FURTHER RERERENCE IN THIS DECISION TO'! POTENTIAL
1 made a very vahd, though questionably approp:iate, reference at the hearing' BUT: Reference: MY Field of expertise!

It Is Titne YOU Re-assess your “POTENTIAL” under an umbrella of COMMON SENSE! following as a “potential” guide:

Your automobile has the POTENTIAL of speeds above 100mph - BUT: Do You Do This?
Your telephone has the POTENTIAL to call anywhere in the world BUT: Do You Do This?
Your stove has the POTENTIAL to over-cook as well as under-cook | BUT: Is Either Chosen?

Your oven (s opposed to the stove-top) has the PD’I'ENTKAL to “cook™ as well as “bake™  BUT. Do You Do This?

Youhave the POTENTIAL to SCREAM  whenever you get thé rge BUT: Do You Do This?
You have the POTENTIAL 10 go nude at all beaches Bﬁ‘r: Do You Do This?
Children have the POTENTIAL to misbehave BUT" Do you allow this?
Your television has the POTENTIAL to be “on” 24-hour-a-day , : | BUT: Is It?

Your coat has the POTENTIAL for wanm in winter & summer | BUT: whenis it wom?
Ycur shioes have the POTENTIAL to be on your feet, BUT when do you wesr ALL at any ons time?

Every light ln your home has the POTENTIAL to be LIT~ DAY & NIGHT BUT: When are ALL on?
DO YOU GET THE POINT?
ABOVE is the EXCEPTION S’ to the flagrant bias and connotationed undertones manifested within this “decision™ as well
as those mmmtakemly obvious at court.  AND: [ haven't even begun the non-narrative UNsentenced statements with the

“INITIAL DECISION™. To Many, COMMON SENSE would scream:  Aren't Pertinent.

Let this serve as the fact that: mdr’e than the 20-days will definitely be needed to properly formulate an adequate ard
 explicit response 20-days is so flagrantly a deliberatz BIAS against botb a comprehensive ieSponse toa 4C* page
documentation-demanding narrative! - Espectally as this 20-deys is factually NOT 20-days! |
MORE»QVER: 25 pages to respond 1o a 40 page indictment {especially in my éase —as- these 46 pages are not NARATIVE
| but ooinposed‘ of stated fraprents, each requiring no less than “paragraph-length” response] is a Met-EQ generated detriment
mflicted upon the consumer to insure, io- GUARANTEE, Met-Ed a2 FAVORABLE result!
To Make Ever: More Ludicrons: Much of that *transcribed” is $00 “faulted” ~ OBVIOUSLY common sense FAULTEDi
seribed as if itemized “FINDINGS OF FACT”; of which many of the “FACT” are czroneous as well as mis-worded as to the
“factual” statement(s) made in the heating.

“IN ADDITION: 2 occurrences must be allowed for: =1Itisa physical impossibiity fora “cor’rsumé:”i who has other
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“pressing” day-to-day obligations to contend with =as Met-Ed has persorhel whose ONLY JOB 15 16 work B-hour-g-
d,ay"tc) create this impassible time restraint upon the CITIZEN= {0 be timited to a ﬁdiculously shortened time reply period.
_ exudes partiality toward utility ~ As Met-Ed 1s not required to “document” but the cortsuﬁaes is - by the PUC,
and. that the constmer can ﬁOT be expested to know the ins-&-outs of this “ﬁe!d‘;‘, tirme is needed for the consumer to
| flounder i the search ur such “proof™.
One Last [tern Of Met-Ed psudo-omnipotency:

Met-Ed stated emphatically that my meter was NOT brokent
LATER —in the hearing: = Met-Ed stated that my brokenmeter was found to be accurate

QUESTION,
IF is BROKEN, HOW can it be ACCURATE?  IF is NOT broken, HOW can the “BROKEN” meter be tested?
WHY wasn“t I present for this “testing™?  naturally, Met-Ed would not *falsify”!
Your Honor: Why did YOU not “pick-up”™on these CONTRADICTIONS - irregularities - Self-Serving planﬁed events?
Why is it that the multiplicity of “companies” in the tariff was & is not noticed by the PUC |
Definitely a planned ploy to CONFUSE the constrmer! as well as consumer pays for “installabion(s)” before the meter?
especially as to the “contradictions” & “addition:deletion” wording the use of Electricity is atwo-way strect !
The “burden of proof”’ may be ming as complainant |
BUT: as ELECTRICITY is [Ntangible { & TOTALLY under the CONTROL of the “respondent”
The “burden of proof” is equally -ﬁo— moreso that of the Elecm'.c cdmpany - | |
especially as the electric company has TOTAL CONTROL of this INtangible cormmodity!
A “tangible” is,casily seen travessing space, a person is eastly seen traversing as well as the mode of that h*aversmgv ’
re. wﬂk, run or crawl, a “cloaked” person, moving in darkness, is also unseen [an INtangible], 56 obviously,

1n intangible is common sensibly unseeable!  When the subject is not only “controlled™ but also under their “design”,

this is what Is comraonly termed a “STACKED DECK™  the METER definitely ordains the “STACKED DECK” scenario
= COMMON SENSE!  Met-Ed supphes this meter -and- the “consumer” is FORBIDDEN to even TOUCH said meterl
COMMON SENSE ALONE dictates that [F I am NOT in-residence, COMMON SENSE dictates the arount of electnc
cutrent used! I have stated that I am rarcly homc during the day and that | mtum yery late, which COMMON SENSE would
document my‘ in-residence activity would be minumnal electricity usage so as to “rest” for the next day's repeated schedti}c,,
Though potential use 15 available, ﬁxé nature & needs of the human dictate potenual lacking!

Another very important fact is that my METER was BROKEN for the best-part-of-a-year!
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to wit: Met-Ed stated IN HEARING was not 50 -but—"Iater stated “the broken meter was replaced & tested
~and- found BY MET-ED to be acourate™ [s IMpossible 10 be BOTH. brokend:UNbroken!

<ond- Met-Ed has NO Méf\l fo eonjoin with ;‘bias ? their “unbiased” interest inthe outcome of such xﬁeter !esziz}g.
ANOTIHER IMpossibility. Met-Ed cluints to have been UNaware of the broken eter. - ~it was brought to my attentién
recently by an acquaintarice- IF the “globe™ was broken, why wasn't there any lorge segments of GLASS on the two-foot
wide g'roﬁnd bélow’,the nfeter? The meter is not easily visible and definitely no “readabie” from the front; access is gained bjr
the use of a parallel house-frontage path behind shrubbery  Such “breakage” sﬁ’duid have been REPORTED by the METER-
READER; who either didn’t make sﬁch a report OR the “report™ was “misplaced” or 2lost?. |

’I‘he PREPONDERANCE of culpability is that of the electric company as they ~& only they- have the where-with-all to

“cantrol” their tot&ﬂ',v enclosed meter! ERGO: upon the removal of the damaged meter, exposed to the elements for

the best part of & year, was, as Met-Ed sates. “tested and found (o be accurate” Such testing performed without notification

to me -&~ without roy presence! An appropriate proverb exists: the farmer does NOT leave the WOLF to GUARD HENS!

COMMON SENSE: RO PROOF exists that such “testing™ ever occurred! onty their say-sof
-&~ it was performed without this interested party present or even so informed & . most gﬁmm - YOu
'aiioWed‘ this “say-s0” to go UNCHALLENGED - but CHALLENGED & chastised ME for LACK. of WITNESSes!
in simple, uncontestable Ianguage: | | |
Omé giving a party can take credit for the delicious cake as long as the actual baker is absent.
ALSORECALL: LAW is only a5 good as COMMON SENSE : LAW s NOT mfallible =or= YOU v&oul’c’i‘ not be needed!

NOTE: “solution” presented by King Solomon to two “mothers”, both making claim to a baby.

In your “hearing™ 1 demonsirated a “completeness” of certain electncal facts that “challenged” the Ec‘.owledgc-ﬁmimﬁon;"
of certain Met-Ed representatives « & YQU know this to be FACT! [P TANG‘IBLE proof were ﬁvaﬂabis Qyou‘r Honor-
- Twould have had itt & YOU know thigt & | at hearing, Met-Ed began by attempting to “snow-ball” & “muddy” -&-
Icaughtthemt THUS: YOU are being asked to mollify the tariff & INTERPRET using COMMON SENSE & LOGIC!
One of the more irritating cuntinual references in your “INITIAL DECISJON™ is the repeated statermnent(s) that 1 am not an
“electrician”. I have experiensed more “electrician-installation-mutants” than =7 wou/d ber= 23 of those “claimants”
present at the hearing -reference above-  AMD: so expressed same in your hearmng! ANLD: exposed the ineptriess of
Met-Ed “experts™ ‘There 1s & vast difference between “PLA.NDSDN*; & “Béc)k-Leaming” H

I readily admit to not being a LICENSED electrician ~but- neither are the Met-Ed EXPERTS
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I “cﬁnﬁenge” that ALL of the so-called Met-Ed EXPERTS have even been “in the feld” or have “hands-on experience” —but-

more 5o have “designed” detailed electrical plans currently in-use

Theword P OTEN 'I‘ AL was not only abused bt prosttuted:
Theword POTE NT{AL waspromoted and defined as bemg FACT!
InFact POTENTIAL sa NEBULOUS word!
Memiam Webster does NOT “define” “POTENTIAL™ as “FACT”, nor does any dictionary!

“POTENTIAL™ is a nebulous verbiage for an yimproven possibility that may or may not bet

A VERY XMPQR’I‘ANT FACT OF WHICH YOU ARE GUILTY OF PERPETRATING IS:

To ccmply wnh the dictates of an arbitrary limit, YOU resorted to a sentence ﬁﬁgx’nmﬁaﬁoﬁ fbrmat! worst-of-all:
'mazty of which have ,Iittle 01 no pertinence to either electricity or what was actually stated at the hearing; and, apparently,
NUT common sense p:oor-mad‘ IF YOU had to dcfcf to such subterfuge, COMMON SENSE [of which I am sure you

possess, Or you would tiot be i m the position you hold] decrees the IMpossibility for rae to proffer & comprehenéibly
competent “EXCEPTIONS”! : 1 would hope this was not by “intent”,
THIS “EXCEPTIONS™ 18 presented to express the frustration that an adequate, comprehensive and complets justifisble
defensive is feasibls within the less-than-two-week response time ~ thus, to inform that such response will be forthcoming as-
soen-as feasibly possiblel  AND: that such tme should, no, is 2 mandate - based on the rejoinders and retort requisite to
appropuately and adequately “tort” that rendered in the INITIAL DECISION! | | |
ESPECIALLY AS:  my “time allocation” can riof be (expected to be) totally employed i ad;ixessmg tl’us “decision™

IT hes been well documented that MY profassion has NO STATUTE OF LIMITATION, Other profession(s) should also be
afforded this ‘:ame, if the sxtuanon demands -&- THIS (situation) DOES -

USE wy thie lpetus the eifelted responsels) bespokeidy seribed within the “DECISION™

- e E

Edward T O’Too]c



