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INITIAL DECISION 
Before
Charles E. Rainey, Jr.

Administrative Law Judge

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING


On October 26, 2005, Linda L. David (Complainant or Ms. David) filed a formal complaint against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation
 (PPL) with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission).  Ms. David alleges that she experiences vibrations and electrical impulses from the water pumping station that is located 200 feet from her home.  Ms. David alleges that the vibrations and electrical impulses are felt in her home to such an extent that she is awakened at night with burns on her face, arms and legs.


On November 21, 2005, PPL filed an answer and new matter.  It also filed on that date, a motion to dismiss the complaint on the ground that the Commission lacks subject matter jurisdiction.  In the alternative, PPL moved that South Whitehall Township and the Allentown Water Authority be joined as indispensable parties.



By order dated March 9, 2006, the Chief Administrative Law Judge found that:


Respondent [PPL] is obligated to provide safe service to the public.  Assuming the factual allegations of the Complaint are true, and without any other admitted facts, the issue of whether Respondent service to the pumping station is causing a safety concern to a member of the public, specifically Complainant, remains a contested question of fact.  Accordingly, Respondent’s motion to dismiss is denied.


She also found that:


The [South Whitehall] Township and the [Allentown Water] Authority are clearly indispensable parties to this case.  The operation of the equipment (the pumping station) which appears to be the center of this controversy is solely controlled by either the Township or the Authority on a neighboring property.  Clearly, any order issued by the Commission will affect the Township and Authority’s interests and rights such that any proceeding in this matter cannot be properly adjudicated without their presence and participation.


In her ordering paragraphs she stated:

1. That the Motion to Join an Indispensable Party filed by PPL Electric Utilities Corporation at Docket No. C-20055501 is granted.

2. That the Motion to Dismiss filed by PPL Electric Utilities Corporation at Docket No. C-20055501 is denied.

3. A copy of this Order, the original Complaint and all subsequent correspondence and pleadings shall be served on South Whitehall Township and the Allentown Water Authority.

4. That South Whitehall Township and the Allentown Water Authority shall file responsive pleadings to the Complaint within twenty (20) days of the date of this order.

5. That this Complaint be set for hearing.

Chief ALJ Order at 3-5.


In an answer filed on April 3, 2006, the City of Allentown (City) averred that there is no legal entity named Allentown Water Authority.  And in an answer dated May 3, 2006, the City averred that it provides water service to Complainant’s property.


On April 11, 2006, notice of an initial telephonic prehearing conference was issued.  The initial telephonic prehearing conference was scheduled for May 15, 2006.



On May 1, 2006, South Whitehall Township (Township) filed preliminary objections.  On May 10, 2006, PPL filed an answer and new matter to the Township’s preliminary objections.  Also on that date, PPL filed a motion to join South Whitehall Township Authority (Authority) as an indispensable party.  Under cover letter dated May 12, 2006, the Township filed a reply to PPL’s new matter.


An initial telephonic prehearing conference was held as scheduled on May 15, 2006.  Ms. David, PPL, the Township and the City appeared.  During the course of the initial prehearing conference I indicated that I was denying South Whitehall Township’s preliminary objections.  I memorialized my ruling in an order dated June 6, 2006, which was entitled, “Order Denying the Preliminary Objections of South Whitehall Township and Granting the Motion of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation to Join South Whitehall Township Authority as an Indispensable Party.”  As the title of the order indicates, I also granted PPL’s motion in that order.  


Toward the conclusion of the initial prehearing conference, I stated that a second telephonic prehearing conference would be scheduled.  Tr. 41, 46.  By Notice dated May 17, 2006, the parties were informed that a second telephonic prehearing conference would be held on July 27, 2006.  The second prehearing conference was held as scheduled.  Ms. David, PPL, the Township and the City appeared.  A schedule for the submission of written testimony and holding an evidentiary hearing was agreed to by the parties and adopted by me at the second prehearing conference.


The evidentiary hearing was held as scheduled on November 30, 2006.  Ms. David appeared and testified.  The following persons also testified on behalf of Ms. David: Alan Loch, an electrical engineer and the president of Trinity Associates, Inc., and Dolores Miller, Ms. David’s sister.  Ms. David introduced Complainant exhibits 1 through 5D, all of which were admitted into evidence.  PPL was represented by Anthony Kanagy, Esquire.  PPL presented the testimony of Kristie Rippke, a registered Professional Engineer, who is employed by PPL and holds the title of Support Engineer.  PPL introduced the written testimony and exhibits of Ms. Rippke (PPL Statement 1 and PPL Exhibits 1-10), all of which were admitted into evidence.  The Township and Authority were represented by Anthony Sherr, Esquire.  The Township presented the testimony of the Township Manager, Gerald Gasda.  The Township introduced the written testimony of Mr. Gasda (Township Statement 1), which was admitted into evidence.  The Authority presented the testimony of James Balliet, who is employed by the Authority as a foreman.  The Authority introduced the written testimony of Mr. Balliet (Authority Statement 1) and exhibits (Authority Exhibits 1-3), all of which were admitted into evidence.  The City was represented by Martin Danks, Esquire. 


After the adjournment of the evidentiary hearing in this case, Ms. David mailed to me and the parties several documents.  PPL objected by letter to Ms. David’s document submission after the adjournment of the evidentiary hearing in this case.  Ms. David neither sought nor received my permission to submit documents after the adjournment of the evidentiary hearing in this case.  Therefore, the documents submitted by Ms. David after the adjournment of the evidentiary hearing will not be considered in the adjudication of this case.


The hearing transcript consists of 195 pages.  The record closed on January 2, 2007.
FINDINGS OF FACT


1.
Complainant, Linda David, resides at 2922 West Fairview Street, Allentown, PA 18133.  Tr. 7-8.



2.
Ms. David’s home was built in 1973 and she purchased it in 1993. Tr. 8, 12.



3.
Respondent, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, provides electric service to Ms. David’s residence.  Tr. 170-171; PPL Ex. 9.



4.
Respondent, City of Allentown, provides water service to Ms. David’s residence.  Tr. 145-146.



5.
Respondent, South Whitehall Township Authority, is the owner and operator of the Hamilton Booster Pumping Station.  Tr. 140.



6.
The Authority leases employees from Respondent, South Whitehall Township.  Tr. 140.



7.
PPL provides electricity to the Hamilton Booster Pumping Station.  Tr. 167-169.



8.
The Hamilton Booster Pumping Station is located in South Whitehall Township, on the line dividing the Township and the City of Allentown.  Tr. 155, Authority Ex. 1.



9.
The Hamilton Booster Pumping Station is located approximately 200 feet from Ms. David’s residence.  Tr. 104-105.


10.
The Hamilton Booster Pumping Station was built in the year 2000.  Tr. 149.



11.
In 2000, the Authority connected its water pipes to the City’s water pipes.  Tr. 147, 149.



12.
The Authority’s water pipes connect to the City’s water pipes at the intersection of Reading Road and Fairview Streets.  Tr. 146; Authority Ex. 1.


13.
There are two pumps located at the Hamilton Booster Pumping Station.  Only one pump operates at a time.  Tr. 152-153.



14.
The water in the area of Ms. David’s residence flows from the City of Allentown’s water system to the Authority’s water system.  There is never a time when the Hamilton Booster Pumping Station is pumping water back toward Allentown and Ms. David’s residence.  Tr. 155-156.


15.
On June 4, 2004, PPL was notified that Alan Loch was investigating electric and magnetic fields (EMF) at Ms. David’s residence.  Tr. 170-171; PPL Ex. 9 at 2.



16.
On June 8, 2004, a PPL engineer visited Ms. David’s residence and measured EMF using an EMDEX meter.  Tr. 163.



17.
The EMF measurements taken in Ms. David’s home on June 8, 2004, were in the range of 1.7 to 3 ½ milligauss, with the exception of the door closest to the water meter, where the reading was 19 milligauss, and at the water meter, where the reading was 20 milligauss.  The readings taken were typical for residential homes.  Tr. 163.


18.
Research on EMF is still being conducted, there are no conclusions yet as to what levels of EMF may be harmful.  Tr. 163; PPL Ex. 10.



19.
On June 17, 2004, a PPL engineer visited Ms. David’s residence and conducted a stray voltage investigation.  PPL measured the voltage across a 500 ohm resistor, about 6 feet in the ground around Ms. David’s home.  The measurements ranged from less than 1 millivolt to close to 3 millivolts.  Typically values of less than one volt are not a concern.  Tr. 163-164; PPL Ex. 2.



20.
On September 24, 2004, the Authority conducted an experiment by shutting off the operating pump at the Hamilton Booster Pumping Station for a few minutes.  Tr. 94-95; 113-114.


21.
On June 30, 2006, a PPL engineer measured EMF using an EMDEX meter at Ms. David’s residence.  The measurements taken ranged from 1 to 9.2 milligauss, with the 9.2 milligaus reading taken near the water meter.  The readings taken were typical for residential homes.  Tr. 164-165; PPL Ex. 3.



22.
On June 30, 2006, a PPL engineer conducted a stray voltage test at Ms. David’s residence.  The measurements ranged from a little over 1 millivolt to as much as 9.2 millivolts.  A measurement under 1 volt is considered normal.  Tr. 165; PPL Ex. 4.



23.
PPL installed a recording volt meter at the base of Ms. David’s meter, and recorded voltage over the period from July 11, 2006 through July 18, 2006.  The standard nominal service voltage for PPL’s service territory is 120 volts.  The allowable variation in voltage (for service rendered primarily for lighting purposes) measured at the service terminals of the customer may not exceed, for a longer period than 1 minute in each instance, 5% above or below the standard nominal service voltage pursuant to Commission regulations (52 Pa. Code §57.14(b)).  In this case the allowable variation was between 114 and 126 volts.  The voltage measured at Ms. David’s premises during the aforementioned period was within the voltage variation range allowed by the Commission.  Tr. 166-167.



24.
On November 9, 2006, a PPL engineer conducted a stray voltage study at the Hamilton Booster Pumping Station.  The voltage measured was in the range of 1.2 millivolts to 26.7 millivolts.  The voltage measured was much less than 1 volt, and did not present a dangerous condition.  Tr. 167-168.


25.
PPL installed a recording meter at the Hamilton Booster Pumping Station, and recorded voltage over the period from November 7, 2006 through November 14, 2006.  The voltage recorded over that period of time was between 108 and 132 volts.  The allowable variation in voltage for service rendered primarily for power purposes is 10% under Commission regulations (52 Pa. Code §57.14(c)).  Therefore, the voltage recorded at the Hamilton Booster Pumping Station during the aforementioned period was within the voltage variation range allowed by the Commission.  Tr. 168-169; PPL Ex. 7.



26.
The fact that the overhead electrical lines in the vicinity of Ms. David’s home are in a “U” configuration does not create a greater magnetic field than if the overhead electrical lines were in an “L” configuration.  Tr. 180-181.   
DISCUSSION 


Section 701 of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa.C.S. §701, provides that “…any person…may complain in writing, setting forth any act or thing done or omitted to be done by any public utility in violation, or claimed violation, of any law which the Commission has jurisdiction to administer, or of any regulation or order of the Commission.”  As the complainant seeking affirmative relief from the Commission, Complainant has the burden of proving the complaint by producing evidence which establishes the material facts by a preponderance of the evidence.  Darling v. Philadelphia Electric Co., F-00161139 (November 16, 1993); 66 Pa.C.S. §332(a).  The term “preponderance of the evidence” means that one party has presented evidence that is more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the other party.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. PA Public Utility Comm’n , 578 A.2d 600, 602 (1990), alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (1992), Se-Ling Hosiery v. Marguiles, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  Stated differently, “preponderance” is not dependent on the number of witnesses testifying on either side but rather on the credibility of the testimony in light of all the evidence in a case.  Burch v. Reading Co., 240 F.2d 574 (3rd Cir. 1957), cert. denied, 353 U.S. 965 (1957).  Additionally, any finding of fact necessary to support the Commission’s adjudication must be based on substantial evidence.  Mill v. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 447 A.2d 1100 (1982); Edan Transportation Corp. v. PA Public Utility Comm’n, 623 A.2d 6 (1993), 2 Pa.C.S. §704.


The issue in the present case, is whether PPL has provided safe and reasonable service.  Section 1501 of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa.C.S. §1501, provides as follows in pertinent part:



§1501.  Character of service and facilities  
Every public utility shall furnish and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service and facilities, and shall make all such repairs, changes, alterations, substitutions, extensions, and improvements in or to such service and facilities as shall be necessary or proper for the accommodation, convenience, and safety of its patrons, employees, and the public.
66 Pa.C.S. §1501.



Ms. David testified that she resided in her home for ten years, from 1993 to 2003, without any problems.  Then in 2003, according to her testimony, cracks began to appear in her home and she began to feel vibrations in the floors, countertops, a chair and in the outside deck.  Tr. 8, 12-13.  Ms. David testified that in January 2004, matters got worse as she would awaken in the morning with burns on her face.  Tr. 13, 17.  She stated that she believes that her physical injury and the damage to her home were from an electric and magnetic field or stray voltage.  Tr. 17, 41-42.  Ms. David asserted that she believes that the source of the stray voltage is the Hamilton Booster Pumping Station (Pumping Station), which is located approximately 200 feet from her home.  Tr. 41-42.  Ms. David opined that because the Pumping Station is not insulated, the voltage is not contained and as a result she receives stray voltage to her home.  Tr. 41-42.  Ms. David testified that her belief that stray voltage from the Pumping Station is the cause of her problems is based on the results of an analyzer test performed by an engineer she hired, Alan Loch.  Tr. 41-42.  According to Ms. David, the results from the analyzer test showed that the vibrations in her house matched the vibrations at the Pumping Station, and the voltage frequencies were the same.  Tr. 41-42.  She also asserted that based on the findings of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) during a visit to her home on June 2, 2004, she also believes that a transformer behind her home was the cause of stray voltage to her home.  Tr. 51; Complainant Ex 3 - E.  Ms. David opined that it was PPL’s responsibility to check the transformer behind her home, and if it had done so, it would have discovered the stray voltage.  Tr. 43.  Ms. David also testified that she experienced the stray voltage from January 2004 to June 2004, and that the stray voltage then stopped following the visit from the EPA.  Tr. 18-21, 43-44.  At one point in her testimony Ms. David testified that the stray voltage permanently ceased in 2004 (Tr. 44), however, at another point in her testimony she indicated that after a time she began to again experience stray voltage in her home (Tr. 22).


Ms. David also presented the testimony of Alan Loch.  Mr. Loch is an electrical engineer and president of Trinity Associates, Inc.  Tr. 70-72.  Mr. Loch testified that he was retained by Ms. David to investigate cracks and vibrations in her house and also a problem she was having with a burning sensation in her face.  Tr. 71.  Mr. Loch stated that he observed 8-15 inch cracks in Ms. David’s doorways and cracks across her ceiling.  Tr. 73.  He also testified however, that although he made numerous visits to Ms. David’s home, he only once felt vibrations.  That was on September 24, 2004 at 9:13 a.m. when he placed his hand on the water pipe next to the water meter, according to his testimony.  Tr. 113-114.  Also on that day, Mr. Loch testified, he collaborated with the Authority in the conduct of an experiment in which the Authority shut down the Hamilton Booster Pumping Station for a few minutes.  Mr. Loch testified that when that was done, there were no vibrations from the water pipe next to the water meter in Ms. David’s home.  Tr. 93-95.  Ms. David however testified that she continued to feel vibrations in her home even while the Pumping Station was shut down.  Tr. 39-41.  Mr. Loch testified that when the Pumping Station was operating on that day, he took measurements that showed that the vibration frequencies at the Pumping Station were the same as those at the water pipe next to the meter in Ms. David’s home.  Tr. 93-94, 99.  Mr. Loch stated that he found electrical current on the water pipe in Ms. David’s home, which he testified is not an abnormal condition.  Tr. 107, 114.  He speculated however, that there is a continuous run of pipe from the Pumping Station to the front of Ms. David’s home that may be creating excessive vibrations in her water pipe.  Tr. 104-105.  He noted that there are no vibration boots installed at the Pumping Station and he inferred that that may be the reason why there is excessive vibration on Ms. David’s water pipe.  Tr. 123.  Mr. Loch testified, however, that he has not been able to conclude where the electricity in Ms. David’s water pipe is coming from.  Tr. 112.  Mr. Loch also noted that the problem may be related to the manner in which Ms. David’s service box or service panel is grounded.  Tr. 114-115, 117-118.  He stated that he would attempt to rectify the problem by grounding the wires in Ms. David’s service box into her yard, independent of the water pipe.  Tr. 117-118.  Mr. Loch indicated that that might resolve the vibration problem.  Tr. 117-118.  Mr. Loch further speculated however that the problems that Ms. David is experiencing may be related to the configuration of the electrical lines outside her home.  Tr. 105-106, 112-113.  Mr. Loch testified that the electrical lines are in a “U” configuration which may produce a stronger electric and magnetic field than if the electrical lines were in an “L” configuration.  Tr. 105-106, 112-113.



Ms. David also presented the testimony of her sister, Dolores Miller.  Ms. Miller testified that although she has been a frequent visitor to Ms. David’s home since 2003, she has only once felt vibrations while there.  Tr. 130-132.  Ms. Miller explained that in the summer of 2006, while standing in Ms. David’s garage, she felt vibrations from Ms. David’s car.  Tr. 130-132.



PPL presented the testimony of Kristie Rippke, a registered Professional 

Engineer, who is employed by PPL and holds the title of Support Engineer.  PPL St. 1 at 1-2.  Ms. Rippke testified that PPL after learning in June 2004 of Ms. David’s concerns, conducted an investigation into the matter and performed a number of tests.  On June 8, 2004 and again on June 30, 2006, a PPL engineer took EMF readings with an EMDEX meter at Ms. David’s residence.  The readings were from 1 to 20 milligauss, with the highest readings coming from near the water meter, according to Ms. Rippke’s testimony.  Tr. 163-165; PPL Ex. 3.  Ms. Rippke testified that the EMF readings taken at Ms. David’s property were typical for residential homes.  Tr. 163-165; PPL Ex. 3.  Ms. Rippke noted that scientific research on EMF is still being conducted and that no conclusions have been drawn regarding the level of EMF exposure that may be harmful.  Tr. 163; PPL Ex. 10.  Ms. Rippke also testified that the fact that the overhead electrical lines in the vicinity of Ms. David’s home are in a “U” configuration does not create a stronger magnetic field than if the electrical lines were in an “L” configuration.  Tr. 180-181.


Ms. Rippke testified that PPL also measured stray voltage at Ms. David’s premises.  On June 17, 2004 and again on June 30, 2006, a PPL engineer measured stray voltage using a 500 ohm resistor.  Tr. 163-165; PPL Exs. 2, 4.  The measurements ranged from less than 1 millivolt to 9.2 millivolt, with the highest reading taken near the water meter, according to Ms. Rippke.  Tr. 164-165; PPL Exs. 2, 4.  Ms. Rippke explained that a millivolt is 1/1000 of a volt, and typically values less than one volt are normal and not a concern.  Tr. 163-165.



Ms. Rippke testified that PPL, using a volt meter, also recorded voltage at Ms. David’s residence over the period from July 11, 2006 through July 18, 2006.  Tr. 166-167.  The voltage recorded was within the allowable range of 114 and 126 volts pursuant to Commission regulations (52 Pa. Code §57.14(b)), according to Ms. Rippke’s testimony.  Tr. 166-167.



On November 9, 2006, PPL’s engineer also conducted a stray voltage study at the Pumping Station, Ms. Rippke testified.  Tr. 167-168.  The voltage measured was in the range of 1.2 millivolts  and 26.7 millivolts, which does not present a dangerous condition, Ms. Rippke asserted.  Tr. 167-168.  Ms. Rippke testified that PPL also recorded voltage at the Pumping Station over the period from November 7, 2006 through November 14, 2006.  The voltage recorded was in the allowable range of 108 and 132 volts pursuant to Commission regulations (52 Pa. Code §57.14(c)), according to Ms. Rippke’s testimony.



The Township presented the testimony of its manager, Gerald Gasda, and the Authority presented the testimony of its foreman, James Balliet.  They testified that the Pumping Station was built in the year 2000 and its water pipes were connected to those of the City of Allentown in that year.  Tr. 147, 149.  They asserted that the Pumping Station’s water pipes do not lead directly to Ms. David’s home.  Tr. 143-145.  Rather, according to their testimony, the Authority’s water pipes connect to the City of Allentown’s water pipes at the intersection of Reading and Fairview Streets, which is near Ms. David’s home.  Tr. 146; Authority Ex. 1.  They also testified that water in the area of Ms. David’s residence flows from the City of Allentown and never is there a time when the Pumping Station is pumping water back toward Allentown.  Tr. 156.  I note that Ms. David receives water service from the City of Allentown and not the South Whitehall Township Authority.  Tr. 145-146.



While Ms. David and her witness, Mr. Loch, posed interesting theories regarding why she has experienced vibrations in her home that has led to property damage and physical injury, they have not shown that PPL is either directly or indirectly the cause of the problems.  One theory posited by Ms. David and Mr. Loch is that power supplied by PPL to the Pumping Station is causing excessive stray voltage to flow through the Authority’s water pipes and into the water pipes in Ms. David’s home because the Pumping Station is not insulated with vibration boots.  However, under cross examination, Mr. Loch testified that while the vibration frequency test he conducted showed the same vibration frequencies at the Pumping Station and Ms. David’s house, he was not able to conclude where the electricity in Ms. David’s water pipes was coming from.  Tr. 112.  Moreover, he testified that he was not able to identify anything that PPL was doing that would cause excessive stray voltage to seep into Ms. David’s home.  Tr. 107-109.  Mr. Loch admitted that he had never taken any classes in stray voltage testing.  Tr. 91.  I note that according to the credible and persuasive testimony of PPL’s witness, Ms. Rippke, PPL’s investigations found normal and safe levels of stray voltage at Ms. David’s premises as well as at the Pumping Station.  Ms. David testified that in addition to Mr. Loch’s vibration frequency test, the basis of her belief that stray voltage may be the cause of her problems is a letter from an EPA regional administrator (Complainant Ex. 3-E).  Tr. 51.  The letter (Complainant Ex. 3-E) is uncorroborated hearsay, and therefore cannot constitute a finding of fact.  See, Walker v. Unemployment Compensation Board of Review, 367 A.2d 366 (Pa. Commw. 1976).  However, even if the letter were given weight, it does not conclude that PPL is either a direct or indirect cause of the problems that Ms. David has experienced.  The letter is written by the regional EPA administrator and is addressed to a U.S. Senator.  It reads as follows in pertinent part:

Thank you for your October 6, 2004 letter on behalf of your constituent, Ms. Linda L. David, regarding her concerns that a nearby water pumping station owned by South Whitehall Township is producing vibrations and stray electrical currents that are impacting her dwelling and her health in Allentown, Pennsylvania.


The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) does not have legislative authority to address environmental problems in residential buildings.  However, in order to provide as much assistance as possible for this complex situation, building science experts from EPA’s Region III office visited Ms. David’s home on June 2, 2004.  A synopsis of their findings at this visit showed the following: very low levels of stray electrical current, except near the transformer pole that services the dwelling; barely detectable vibrations were observed in the home with one pump at the station running; some water infiltration problems in the crawl space of the dwelling; and light mold growth and excess dirt and mold in the ventilation ducts.  In total, we considered the impacts observed from the pump to be minimal.

Complainant Ex. 3-E.



Therefore, while seeming to refute the theory of Ms. David and Mr. Loch that the Pumping Station is the source of excessive stray voltage, the letter also does not state that PPL is the source of excessive stray voltage impacting Ms. David’s dwelling and health.  Rather, the letter provides that the EPA found “very low levels of stray electrical current, except near the transformer pole that services the dwelling.”  The EPA letter does not say that excessive levels of stray voltage exists near the transformer pole that services Ms. David’s house, or that Ms. David is adversely impacted by the levels of stray electrical current that exists near the transformer that services her house.  Importantly, PPL measured stray voltage outside Ms. David’s home and found the levels to be safe.  Tr. 163-165.



Another theory espoused by Mr. Loch is that the configuration of the electrical lines in the vicinity of Ms. David’s home may be the cause of her problems.  Mr. Loch theorizes that the “U” shape configuration of the overhead electrical lines is creating a stronger magnetic field than if the lines were in an “L” shape configuration.  Mr. Loch admitted that he has never taken any classes on EMF testing.  Tr. 91.  PPL’s witness, Ms. Rippke provided credible and persuasive evidence that the strength of the magnetic field would not be impacted by whether the overhead electrical lines were in a “U” shape or “L” shape configuration.  Importantly, PPL’s testing at Ms. David’s property found levels of EMF typically found in residential houses.


Finally, I note that Mr. Loch testified that a problem in the way Ms. David’s service panel is grounded may be the cause of her problems.  Neither Mr. Loch nor Ms. David claimed that PPL was responsible for the manner in which Ms. David’s service panel is grounded.  Mr. Loch testified that he would attempt to rectify the problem by re-grounding Ms. David’s service panel himself.


For all of the foregoing reasons, I find that Ms. David did not meet her burden of proving that PPL has provided service in an unsafe or unreasonable manner.  I must therefore dismiss the complaint. 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 


1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this proceeding.  66 Pa.C.S.§701.



2.
Complainant had the burden of proof.  66 Pa. C.S. §332(a).



3.
Complainant failed to meet her burden of proof.



4.
Respondent, PPL, has not violated any provision of the Public Utility Code, Commission regulation or order.

ORDER 


THEREFORE



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the complaint filed by Linda L. David against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation and South Whitehall Township (Joined as an Indispensable Party) and City of Allentown (Joined as an Indispensable Party) and South Whitehall Township Authority (Joined as an Indispensable Party) at Docket No. C-20055501 is dismissed.


2.
That this case be marked closed.







__________________________________








Charles E. Rainey, Jr.







Administrative Law Judge
Date:
March 9, 2007
	� 	Complainant also named South Whitehall Township and Allentown Water Authority as Respondents.  However, the Commission’s Secretary’s Bureau only served the complaint on PPL.
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