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E credit on ALL of my
fcredit. 1099 OID has not

@OUNTS. under
EFUSED to ACCEPT FOR

T
I
the undersigned.)

&

&K

! The Complaint also included “P
{presumably a Philadelphia water provider)'an&’ was cross-referenced to gas and water utilities. Complaint at ¥ 2-3.

PECO Energy Company
However, there were no other references to these entities in the Complaint.

James Coppedge
above caption




His description of the facts stated:

. ' L4
PUC is in DEFAULT for failing to T%A a&t@f
Individual Surety Standard Form 28. adgeqiyred to provide
me a copy of the 1099 OID used to@pcagp m@ex&pion without
my permission. Failure to order $ 1059 &1
1

TDgafop@with the
Fimy-civil and
pond under

1096 showing who signed for it @
)

sovereign rights. There was g4 1@
anSHis

E.R.C.P. 37(c), 37(a)(3), 37

Furthermore, PECO and 6 ffptradtiyg Been negligent i
refusing to honor g@?f d \@gq@g with 1040 1
under HIR 187 of&itin&s, 3%2 Stibdpation 950 U
cOnstitgtioQ&A@cl sSEh .308, 3-608. TR
t

) Byt (X
hr ‘ ‘ f thif dppaaf. g 9
zoszz?%s St

0 Million Dollars for violating my civil

ered taunder my Security Agreement and UCC1 @$
) ﬁems of my utility bills be honored, Accepted @@ &
ag ed for Value for payment according to the ) é‘
erngdyt, accept my 1040V’s for payment and return to @@ '&

«I é $ s¥Reserve Notes that have been taken from me under ) @@%
t@c Saw, color of office and fraud. o
S& O & &

TS 2 .$ -
&&Ippg%t @ﬁ éqwmphasis in the original with no editing from the und *) Attached to

QQ @e W@em: 1) a notarized Constructive Notice And Decla.ra:%@@(légxpress

Qﬁ'@b@ f All Rights By Sworn Affidavit as recorded by Be owMCKenna, Recorder of

value” documents from Mr. Coppedge on their b

b

é;nt County, Dover, Delaware; 2) an Affidavit Of Revoc@tu@f Power Of Attorney,

S o .
& e@ay 27, 2008; 3) a Letter dated May 18, 2009 from E@@smess Services Company to

Coppedge, Mr. Kaufman, Ms. Davis, and Ms. Owexa@f@ing thern that they were

; & a Letter dated September 16, 2009,

responsible for paying their electric bills and rejectin?@e @giously tendered “accepted for

3

from: Secretary McNulty to Mr. Coppedge notj g@n that the Commission had received his
. Q

. § 2

o
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notice of appeal from the Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) and was sending him a Complaint
form to be completed and returned; and 5) a Letter dated August 13, 2009 from the BCS to
Mr. Coppedge informing him that his letter would be @At aséy igformal complaint and

<

o O SO
investigated. , O an S & .
By letters dated November 6, 09,@

y ated Nove QQ& @

Preliminary Objections. In its Answer and {% a&g

was attempting to pay his electric bifgvith
suggestion that it engaged ir@au&ﬂ ec@l
‘ -

account was $1,116.22; 4 a@

5) that PECO had issu O&Q@@y@n@‘ d budget ages
9 %

Report No. 2578007 L@O@ & oifpated 16

P a §%£ \@3% "@c \ .

not have the autl@%y

7) that by leﬁﬁt&Q 5& g @C(@ﬂf%med hh:lt ;‘

monetary d 5;’% ' t&&ﬂ ) ffidavits of Pndivi miofietary

) >
value. A@ﬁt e @ns@? @d %&’&Eﬁﬁer were: 1) a PEC& A ccount Activitﬁtatement :
>

e ,

Ms. Owlel's (@b@ﬁ@/t@l 582009; 4) a copy of the letier dated May 18, 2009 from €

Exelon B@@@@Coﬁﬁ to Mr. Coppedge, Mr. Kaufman, Ms. Davis and Mﬁ'é@%:

and 20 @;gi:é@)e gg@;@@n Report, issue dated August 27, 2009. K @g;; é@
e &
(’é \‘ ‘? ﬁ@iminm’y Objections alleged: 1) that the Commission la&ﬁ @ authority

4
axar@(@ iftbn in damages as requested by the Complainant; 2) th e@éb plainant

& ~ o o o .
o @@t a@d damages for violation of his civil and sovereign rig n-compliance
& 3 HgTge

Q‘&@[ eéeal Rules of Civil Procedure (Fed. R. Civ. P.) and the @usgﬁ PECO to accept his
. &l&@ma&: and other documents as legal payment for his util'&%i@? 3) that the Complaint

v@ l@%ly insufficient because it failed to set forth a claim ‘n Sﬁch the Commission could
grant relief; 4) that the Complaint sought to force PECO t@@t bogus monetary instruments
as payment for service; 5) that the Commission did not&'\%ﬁ{e power to grant that kind of
relief; and 6) that the Complaint included scandalroé&niﬁlpertment matter relating to
allegations of fraud and theft of credit and of vi&ftati@of the Uniform Commercial Code

L . é?) & :

“ S

¥

@Wge’s‘ Affidavit Of Individual Surety; 3) a@opy of @

&




(UCC), the Fed. R. Civ. P, the United States Constitution, and Internal Revenue Service (IRS)
publications. Included with the Preliminary Objections wgs a Notice to Plead to both the

Objecti and the New Matter. .
jections | @@;@ Q@ 5‘? $
A .
This case was assigned to me on @ &ﬂ& % &_cording to Commission
ecords, as of Jan 12,2010, C -1 inant gh f@ 3 4 .: :
records, vary 12, , Complainan gig)chn 1 r@oﬁﬁ to the New M4, : rtion
of Respondent’s Answer or to its Prelimina tkO @Q&%&% fore, the fagtudl 10@@@
raised as New Matter are deemed i_'é &% ;@1' jections are %r é}@
ruling. & & © @ % & ‘@QQ@'@
SR & &9 @Q’
.99, PN
e &L £
FH & & g2
OSE& & %
Caad @150 sill
1S & 3@ t @'th 18 et
Philadelphia,?afl ﬁ%@ & & o /
S ESEEH (i A
FOIFH 94 & :
é&’ «é'/ éq'é&gpﬁ%«isﬁ@Energy Company, a €gulated electric @t}/. @
S )3
FLELEH T

5 |
@b@go, 2009, James Coppedge filed a Complaint with the g%

@ aﬁg@ that PECO was refusing to accept the payment he rﬁ @'

+
his eledic @3 @l @iag 5 shut off his service. In addition, Mr. Coppedge ﬂé@ g:%
o

Q ¥ . . . o
PE@ a@ @@n@ad failed to send him certain RS forms in violation g§ v@us
‘fi@@gg @@om Resolution (HJR), the United States Constitution aﬁ%h&cc which

QQa 3}3@?;&@1 and sovereign rights. @@@@@S
G &y e & &
Q ‘? Q? Q@ 4, As relief, Complainant specified that PECO c@%d é@d $100 Million

@@s l@ﬁsuit by honoring his payments, accepting an IRS fomﬁ @ and returning all
@e eserve Notes taken from him under color of law, cgﬁ" fice and fraud.

O &
2 pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.63(a), Complainant’s response to N&&(a@ was due on or before November 26,
20089.

3 Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.101(f) a reply to the Prelimina @bje(ﬁg was due on or before November 16, 2009.
¢ According to Commission’s regulations, a reply to new m& be filed within 20 days of the date of service
of the answer or other pleading raising new matter. Failugg,to &2 timely reply to new matter shall be deemed in
default, and relevant facts stated in the new matter ma@ dq@ed to be admitted. 52 Pa. Code § 5.63(a)-(b).
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5. The Complaint did not clearly request that the Commission award

da:mage_é. @@ @ &g
CLE S
* ‘ & ps _

6. By letters dated November %0 , @%@Y@ﬁled an Answer and New
Matter addressing the material allegations of t&‘ @?@t @ Eﬁliminary Objeg .°
Objections sought dismissal of the Complai@%@a]?i&ﬁf #nt becauge, the %
not have the authority to award damage e,

@

é‘%
ﬁ
&g,
%,
N

instruments. The Objectionygls

allegations of fraud and %@c@ %@%@mg&fﬁb@? the UC]

United States Constitutify

R & @
X $& ﬁﬁ t@%ﬂqﬁplaint and its attachments and the docurf@nts and 1ega;§

referen @@r@e@ &e concluded that the Preliminary Objections based on&al
% .

insufﬁcie@' @@%@eﬂ%s@e scandalous and impertinent matters should be gra@ @o
s, @
O IRy S & &
< 4

&
Q? @v é’xe@@ on’s Rules of Practice and Procedure permit parties 7o) 1@
@x&b@% The grounds for preliminary objections are limited to ﬂﬁe‘@ forth in

g
& PRCale .@(a} as follows: 49@ "%@
A P S
S&ELE e
ééqv (o) qsf € (1) Lack of Commission jurisdiction or improperée%ﬁf the
‘? A, Q'Q pleading initiating the proceeding. @@ @Q
? L4
§ N (2) Failure of a pleading to conform to thi@a ®or the inclusion of
Q cading
Y scandalous or impertinent matter. @é @
&
- (3) Insufficient specificity of a plea @$
& %
(4) Legal insufficiency of a ple@lg,«‘%
)
. % 9
. @ 5 &
5

@



(5) Lack of capacity to sue, nonjoinder of a necessary party or
misjoinder of a cause of action. @3

’
(6) Pendency of a prior proceedinﬁ @g&&@r alternative

dispute resolution.

A party may file Preliminary

_ L +
requirement is similar to l@é@éﬁ

objections. Equitable @gﬁrﬁz@gﬁb,-

> O

R :
argumenta@e %&%@% @T&&

&8 &
ST

Q@efl& (@éﬁmmm regulat
Code § 5.101. When considering those Obj i@ &?(?&‘gn 1on must vie gé

a light most favorable to the Compl@af
appears that the Complainar@voﬁgn @1

?’c@p tghould be dismis
] ’d el under anydes

cy& y respect

1
@%\Lﬁers v. Equitak
A

PUC LEXIS 69, P@ﬁe@oﬁ(@s@ﬁ &3 1994)

Commission mugtasstfhe it S @ indite Coxpplaindpresatie
Telephone of ﬁmﬁa@? &ﬁy’cﬁikga(DM) B veﬁﬁu@)ns of

&

. i&%wﬁiﬁ: lﬂ
of

X
>/ off v. Be}{}/
A /
s from fach gﬁsions of opinig e to be

disregar@. ﬁr n P&%‘S M@ionlocal 668 of Sergp Employees Jnr%@'zfnion,

@
752 A.2d g& @' M go&, ‘%}ﬁﬁonaﬂy, mere conclusory allegations inéhe pleading%g@
. oy

S
LLLANE

$
¢
%
%

™
$

@1@ are not sufficient to survive preliminary objections. @3

&y

i@‘that the Commission, as an administrative agency, e@s

on@@%@@%ﬁ@l@%ﬂeﬂed on it by statute or those powers which are@ec%é}rﬂy

ss powers. Norfolk Southern Ry. Co. v. Pa. Public Uﬁlfﬁ?&@nission,

T
qﬁg é’l@ ) Cmwith. 2005). Section 701 of the Public Utility Cod 'CS.§701,

M@@mm&on to hear complaints regarding the Public Ut e (Code),
Mk@egulations or a Commission order. Section 1501 of t@% provides the basis for

@e@r@issmn’s subject matter jurisdiction. The Commissiong r%@nsible for ensuring the
qugty, efficiency, safety and reasonableness of public uti& 1ces. Id.; Schriner v. Pa.

Power & Light Co., 349 Pa. Superior Ct., 177,501 A.2d 8 @a. Superior 1985).

&
& v

o
o,
In this case Mr. Coppedge allegcd&@tg'%ust accept his debt instrument as

payment for services. The Commission’s reg%&t

.‘\\

&

O s

?

io@rovide that payment for services may be
&




made in “any reasonable manner.” 52 Pa. Code § 56.94. As aresult, the decision as to the
“reasonableness” of his method of payment is within the gommission’s authority. How‘ever, in
order to determine if Mr. Coppedge’s instrument is a r@o ablwag@r of payment, the
Commmission would be required to determine the in cr @g@bi?ty which is a question of
law governed by application of the UCC, and in ?ﬂ&r@ E&%@@ 3104. Whether an

instrument 1s negotiable is a legal conclusion @d’ ﬁ $ssion is not reg &
as true Mr. Coppedge’s averment that he p&@ a%@%%@ﬂnstmem. Sg rﬁ 5

Dillabough, 552 Pa. 550, 716 A.2d g5 @038,
jurisdiction is limited to rev; m&% il

PECO’s service. 66 Pa. @ §$%$ag?ﬁs A
that reélm, I have concﬁﬁna& %@,@ﬁ 1Rics subject dnafféiur; ) @

the Complaint.® T&}@%@@y@@&o&ﬁu@e’ tained.
Q @@?@@@?@'%@‘ﬁ@ (/& & &S
l@i@ \@ %; %thi &)mmissio hdbes not&ve 8 author] y to dward

damages. @@%vﬁge 57 v& Pa. 1, 3§ 2d 7@7 94 (1977). To

. 4 :,
that Mr. gp@‘%&é C% ¥3sten to be able to award @O Million Doll& (or less) in

i 9y & & @
d iizf;ﬁsﬁ’st@% @Io&mj\@m does not have the power to grant that@brm of relie&e@
Id. 1

ﬁ@ & @)@ R0 be sustained. &
LR

5%

&

4]

¥
@

G oo

&
%ﬁ; t@ t@tction is that Mr. Coppedge’s entire Complaint incl@ @%
@m&@n@aﬁeﬁ More specifically, PECO objected to allegati@@ 3 t had

& &
#5 ;
qu 1@&5 a@ theft of credit” for refusing to accept the “bogus™ monetﬁ 1 ents
N O N @ n§
&ffei d@ edge and the references to the UCC, Fed. R. Civ. P., &Gjast' 1ion and IRS

°¢ % i Y@ @gree with this objection. %@ @
SO L o &
SRS & &
é’ e& &' There are no definitions of “scandalous” or “imp@e@ in the Commission’s
?eﬁnes the words, “impertiment” and “scandal” as followy @
&

@ &

* Much of the preceding discussion was culled from Ellsw eton and Patty Tucker v. Public Utility
Commission, Unpublished Mem. Op. at 4-6, No. 519 CDg006 . Crowlth. August 29, 2006), Simpson, J. Even
though the case is not reported, the basis for the Courtygi&@we]l-documented and unassailable.

hs . y; 0

~ @@

V

ns. However, I find that Black’s Law Dictionary pr@ﬁ ufficient guidance. It




Impertinent. That which does not belong to a pleading,
interrogatory, or other proceeding; out o@?lace; superfluous;
e
C

irrelevant. A term applied to matter n&l @s t stitute the
cause of action or ground of defense, 1 4fdy be ordered
stricken from the pleading. Fed R.&H &fé : @30

Immaterial averment; Surpluss & ®

& o

i

‘
Scandal. Defamatory report@ @nogsta 334 or slanderg
talk, uttered recklessly or ci@?sl@ gandafpus matter

ordered stricken fro i
Fed R.Civ.P. 12(f) %sﬁﬁn
o & o S o’ &
Black’s Law Dictionary@ ﬁﬁ v& 3, 1@ (Emphas} ; %Q
Q’é $ & & @;@ ¥ @

Mr. Copp gﬁeﬁ @g&@ I 6%, 4P oD, 104 7 and Eiblication 950. B
entitledﬁg a @j{‘r@rriﬁl of U.S. Information&eturns.” Mr, C@pedge @
alleged \%&gﬁ&n o$ f@%&% provide .this form to him was a violatio?of his civigﬁ
soveregy it s&%ﬁﬁ 1@4& The instructions for this form specify that it should bhised
to transr@-‘ ﬁ @9&d oﬁéx& the IRS. It has no application to the Commissioné;@ @’

. @
Mr. Cﬁn@e@ ia?%e}‘@ra@nd therefore, impertinent. References to the form @u@%e
o

o 1 @) entitled, “Original Issue Discount” (OID). The ingu@tigh? for this

6@@6& @ i}ﬁhould be used to report income to the IRS derived ﬁom@t{%{;ﬁeceived in
QWS@ a@bé@%tion’s stated redemption price at maturity over its iss@%@%acquisition
&n@fégriﬁped bond or coupon). Given that the Commission has %q?%ul@éect matter
é}ﬁd@tm& make a determination on the value of the alleged ass@® E&é orm is irrelevant, and
Q?{hiéo impertinent. References to the form should be stﬁcl&g’ﬁ @?ﬁn 1040V is entitled,
@ayﬁem Voucher.” The IRS description of this form specf@s@ it should be used to
accompany a taxpayer’s check or money order for amoﬁ 0@%1 to the IRS. Using the form to
accompany any alleged payment to the utility or the é@q@gion would not add to the value or
credibility of the alleged asset. Again given that @ C&mmission has no subject matter

jm\iSdiiztion to make a determination on the v 0@ alleged asset, the form is irrelevant, and

& 8
@,@

sy



therefore, impertinent. References to the form should be stricken. IRS Publication 950 is
entitled, “Introduction to Estate and Gift Taxes.” Atthe rifk of continued repetition, givén that
the Commission has no subject matter jurisdiction to n@ det i‘&a{ion on applicability of
estate and gift taxes, the publication is trrelevant; an&@ﬂer r@%@fez;ence to the publication
is impertinent, and should be stricken. @ & "é@ v &

¢ SO

&
The Complaint is cross-refer&e@ﬁ%cgﬂs 1-308 and
at 4B. Section 3-603 has been rev'@d é' Kg 1&5@&0&011 360

the effect of a tender of paymgp tl@?é@t @}@ﬁ& dr. Wi
“ ’ . .
13 Pa. C.5. § 3603. 1 WaS@@W@@reﬁﬁ%@r a revisiop gF 35k @1@8@
. -
However, and as noted &ﬁ@g&é&@&@ t Bin ithin the

Commission’s auth ) a@o@ ﬂﬁtt HCIS a@gb Junisdicti r/
to entertain the C@%lﬁ@qﬁb&%@%&@h@to the -\ 3 @gﬁ > and shotiw@
R & & /

. &GO & &
stricken. & & AN &
ELEELL ntgRoluion 192 ot g
& & aig} %ocgoss%éf@enqed to House Joint &Solution 192 of J@he 5, 1933. ©

Complainﬁ ﬁ' | l@io@% “élly provides that every obligation, priv&g or public, t@'@
& @% N A

§y coin or currency which at the time of payment is 16%3

may be @? @1 r §
tender fo@ @é@% te @’b@ As noted above, this Commission does not have thﬁv@’
‘

to dete@in@ds QQ a@{ﬂy. Accordingly, the reference to the HIR is irrelevaﬁg&%

o

T ,‘Bcgge@?d this Commission’s subject matter jurisdiction mﬁ ent,

% $
b 9 o
NS 5‘ e"

@
& &
6’ ‘@e Complaint is also cross-referenced to Federal Rulegé@t’dﬁ’rocedme 37(c),

&
?%1@7@)(6). Complaint at § 4B. Rule 37 of the Fed. R. cgﬁbé’@ntmgdz “Failure To
&%Dgosmes Or To Cooperate In Discovery; Sanctions.” S@ xﬁ’l(a)(?;) deals with

r@ie o compel. Section 37(c) deals with the consequenc@% Ing to disclose requested
information. (Section 37(a)(6) does not exist in the currea@u ) The federal rules apply to

litigation before the federal courts. Obviously, this ng%'{ggi‘bn is not part of the federal
@ %

¢To examine the entire text of the Resolution, see: Holy: %’ Power Co. v. American Writing Paper Co., Inc.
300 U:S. 324, 339-340 fh. 1, 57 S5.Ct.485, 490, fn. 1, %@E%'@3 (1937).
. 9
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judiciary. The rules are irrelevant to this case. Therefore, the references to the rules are
impertinent, and should be stricken. ) '
@ & &Y

In addition, the Complaint is cross-r¢ @ d States Constitution,
Article 1, Section 10. Complaint at § 4B. That Seéﬁbr@ﬁ %&@ c:n places limitations on
the States and forbids, in part, the States from &)gm@ 1@ @ nﬁ:ﬁqng any Thing
silver Coin a Tender in Payment of Debts. é‘i’ g T@ i@ @%‘uon is whet} -

Commission has the jurisdiction to @re& &gs@ gal@me'? The answe
See, e.g. Feigley v. AT&T Cwiﬁat@n@ % Inc., Opj '

April 20, 2001, at Docket@ @@@@
(Pa. Cmwlth. 2002), 2048 ?

806 A.2d 868 (2002

not the cited port $ _ . )
There is no allgﬁ R l-—a g $ wh}c SuggeR
Indeed, the @r ?é ISy WY }@ & & COpPedge

v - ‘
value an %&M l{t?bg ‘@on review, 1 conclud at the citation @gthe
Conshituti l@ 1@%@3 in this case and should be stricken. @@ @@
FETTOSED &
F&ETELS & @ 6
I @ to Mr. Coppedge’s Affidavit of Individual Surety S@ﬂa@
Complgpt @{ @ ‘ @i@m was not attached to the Complaint. However, an ﬁd of

Ind@%@ 3 %&@%leglbly dated May 22, 2009) was attached to the P@ @gﬁver

¢l

e eve the affidavit was the same document mentioned in 1@ Co@plaint.
Seooe &

&'
j@@;ﬁ‘@'

3

~
N st@t@ gﬁthe affidavit specify that this form affidavit must be co y individual
0@ which were used with federal government contracts. 4@1 regfew of the
1@ @d no reference to any federal govermment contract. I &c}@d that the citation to

é& ﬁc@at is irrelevant to the allegations in this case and Shoul@ ség(cn
$ s &

PECO objected to the words, “fraud and fh@ ofgredit” as scandalous, as used in
Mr. Coppedge’s description of PECO’s refusal to acceﬁhs‘ﬁrﬂh certificate as a payment for his
electnc bill. Complaint at §4A. [ agree with PEC%@.Aéﬁtrongly as Mr. Coppedge may feel
about PECO s refusal to accept his birth certificate m@*ayment for his electric bill, his accusation

. P10® |
S

. &



that PECO is perpetrating a fraud and stealing his credit is defamatory, is scandalous and must be

L d
| Fo &
In conclusion, I have reviewed all of @0 @a&
.
in Mr. Coppedge’s Complaint. As my discussio&@o&r@@a@&' ast majority of the
Complaint consists of scandalous and/or impe&jme@

objections must be sustained. & § &

stricken.

& £ O
N @ \ Y
Complaint § @ﬁg SUGpvofabl W inant. TRE Compﬁnt should be dismifsed
only whé'ﬁ : e;og tM&n%@M@would not be entitled @‘%elief under an%gf

czrcwnst#@@hiﬁqﬁytémg@ar to Pennsylvania civil practice with rePect to the $

filing q@t?gln & nﬁgﬁable Small Transportation Interveners v. Equitable C@
Cbmpan@ @@gLE@ , PUC Docket No. C-00935435 (July 18, 1994). @@ @o
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('9 *Q' éi gﬁr@isional purposes, the Commission must assume thaé@?‘ S

§n?®c @@m are true. Marinoff v. Bell Telephone of Pennsylvania@ E&@%’UC 489,
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QV ‘94' Qg?é" 4, Conclusions of law, argumentative allegatio ﬁ?r@r@anted inferences

é"o@fa&or expressions of opinion are to be disregarded. Add%@ha@f’mere conclusory

@g@%ms in the pleadings without supporting factual allega&@nsg not sufficient to survive
preliminary objections. Dorfman v. Pa. Soc. Servs. Um’or@bc@ 68 of Serv. Employees Intern.

&
Union, 752 A.2d 933 (Pa. Cmwith. 2000). @0 LY
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5. The Commission, as an administrative agency, possesses only those
powers expressly conferred on it by statute or those powers which are necessarily implied from
its expréss powers. Norfolk Southern Ry. Co. v. Pa. P@E@{Jziﬁ@ C&n;mission, 875 A.2d 1243
(Pa. Cmwlth. 2005). ‘ & % %}&
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6. Section 701 of the Publ&ﬁ@

Commission to hear complaints regarding t]&@c

Commission order. & & g
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7 Se&@@@‘t @e Ei@(f§'the basis {
matter jurisdiction. &Y Q;é &@ && @@ @ f #
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FFTIE > N &
£ ﬁ ﬁ@Mo regulations provide that payment for s€@ices may b%@@@
made i @nﬁ@a@ r@mf gﬁ“a, Code § 56.94. As a result, the decision as to the @g
areasonag'@leﬁ 3@’]&5@@0@ 1s within the Commission’s authority. @;@ @o
HGIPHSTL & &
e? \ 4 \ﬁ 0R gz}n:@éto determine if Mr. Coppedge’s instrument is a rea& abimanner

$n‘;@hic§i@nission would be required to determine the instrument’s ﬁo igo1lity
i .

gyof law governed by application of the UCC. 13 Pa. c%& 1>
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Q ‘9 Qs’ e@ 11. Because an instrument’s negotiability does n @ in the purview of
é@cﬁm 1, the Commission lacks subject matter jurisdiction tofghtefdin the Complaint.
@DZQ@S. § 1501. % @@
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12. Commission does not have the @hoﬁ to award damages. The

Commission does not have the power to grant that fi ﬁelief. Feingold v. Bell of

&
Pennsylvania, 447 Pa. 1, 383 A.2d 791, 794 (19@%&@
&
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13.  Impertinent is defined as: That wh}"ch does not belong to a pleadihg,
interrogétory, or other proceeding; out of place; super@ ; in@evggt, A term applied to matter
not necessary to constitute the cause of action or gr%% ?d@@m%ck’s Law Dictionary 679
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do
(rev. 5% ed. 1979). @ @&” R Z0) &

fﬁ%@{%‘?@sﬁ stated redemption p@?é at maturity ogg&fts issue
g@p@’ @ifd or coupon). Given that the Commissié® has no subje@@
X A &

price (acﬁs
matter éﬁ@@q\@l@ @r@laﬁon on the value of the alleged asset, the form is ©§S

irrelev. ﬁgg’fb m% t. Refe es to it should be stricken. o
i ar@n ;i ;@ eferenc sho @@' @

%é?'@“'@@f & &

40V should be used to accompany a taxpayer’s ch% T ounts

&% A
'@®¥§m . o @
@@W@ %n that the Commission has no subject matter Junsd1ctlox$ rg@(e a
@%ﬁ i@‘ogﬁe value of an alleged asset, sending the form with an aléegd&t does not

“d
value or credibility. The form is irrelevant, and therefgFe, i@pertinent.
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r@ﬁ!ega it should be stricken. @4% J,@
CA L & &
TS & @
© q 18. IRS Publication 950 is entitled, “Introd‘,t%d& Estate and Gift Taxes.”
The Commission has no subject matter jurisdiction to ma]@g dgfermination on applicability of
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estate and gift taxes which makes the publication melﬁné herefore, the reference to the

publication is impertinent, and it should be sn-icke%\? w“'
%

. % &
= . é@ @@
. | @ i3

o



~

19.  Section 3-603 has been revised and renumbered as Section 3603. 1t sets
forth rules on the effect of a tender of payment and the efﬁect of the refusal of a tender. UCC,
13 Pa. CS § 3603. Because the issue of an instrume ot@ilﬁds not within the
Comrmission’s authority, the Commission lacks suby %f m‘?‘t@w tion to entertain the

, &' O .
Complaint. Therefore, the references to the UC@e d@p@m , should be stricken.
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20.  House Joint Resolua'l@ 1@6&%@, @3 generaly\ngk

obligation, private or public, may b@a@e ll&f c?‘]’@#in an,
&

the time of payment is legal @meﬁ; orﬁmﬁ@p teffjebts. Thig

S@l@%ﬁ@f%& 'gly, the refeqe

the power to determine is@

irrelevant to this case, aﬁ @e@éﬁd@y%@ &’ Commissio

é’i@ & é@g &&3@-%}%. is ent] :r: ‘
Or To COO@% ¥ a&gﬁo@& é@cﬂon 37(a)(R deals

Section @& a@tﬁ& eig%c,q%ﬁe&c@f failing to disclose r@u@ested informatgn. The ®
federal ml@@? @@gb e fhe federal courts. This Commission is nofbart of the &@
federal ﬁ@&h@@:@?@m‘[ to this case. Therefore, the references to the rules&

Nf
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Qo *v é\é“ gnc?’ @uted States Constitution, Article I, Section 10 placesﬁit@%ns-on

@m part, the States from coining money or making “any & ﬁt gold and
I% .

\ /]
@ve{ Cag. @@f in Payment of Debts. . . . Id. @@
$EELe 74

© @
Q" oo QS' so 23.  The Commission has the jurisdiction to add.r%% titutional issue.
&e&g@igley v. AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, [nc.@bi@n and Order, entered

ASHI @D 2001, at Docket No. C-00981434 (Slip Op. at 30-32\.@'7 g5y 1); afPd. 794 A2d 428
(?a. Cmwlth. 2002), 2002 Pa. Commw. LEXIS 143; petit%@‘?o@uow. of appeal denied,

o 806 A.2d 863 (2002), 2002 Pa. Commw. LEXIS 1774@@ @"
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, JAMES COPPEDGE, hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the

foregoing EXCEPTION OF JAMES COPPEDGE vs. PECO ENERGY COMPANY

by NO CONTRACT & NO CONSENT to The COMMONWEALTH OF
PENNSYLVANIA , PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION, and PARTIES LISTED
BELOW were mailed my EXCEPTIONS by USPS Certified Mail on March

& 7 2010. (See copies of forms 3800, and forms 3811, attached)

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

ATTN: JAMES J. MCNULTY, SECRETARY OF COMMISSION
P.O. BOX 32635

HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

ATTN: CLERK OF COURT FOR
LOUIS G. COCHERES, RECEIVED
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE
P.O. BOX 3265 MAR 27 2010
HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
SECRETARY'S BUREAU

EXELON BUSINESS SERVICES COMPANY
ATTENTION: KEN MASSEY

LEGAL DEPARTMENT

2301 MARKET STREET/523-1

P.O. BOX 8699

PHILADELPHIA, PA 19101-8699

Janbe’s\Coppe%/gfg,fﬁ’Cfl’-?,OS
Secured Party Creditor

Authorized Representative
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CONFIDENTIAL/PROPRIETARY
MATERJIAL FOLIL.OWS:

NO SCANNED IMAGE AVAILABLE

~ ACTUAL DOCUMENT IN
CONFIDENTIAL FILE FOLDER



