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SECRETARY OF THE COM 
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exceptions. ^ ^ 

If you receive 
described above withirAen 

jits (called Exceptions") to the 
UST BE FILED WITH THE 

J K J S ^ ^ ^ M ^ Q ^ ^ ^ O ^ C ^ R T H ^ T R E E T , HARRISBURG, 
| ^ ™ ^ 2 | % ^ i ( ^ i i ^ W ^ i # ( 2 0 y d a y s of the issuance date of 

, i ^- Wi^fee^fiU^ctoa^ ^ e ^ e ^ t ^ h e Secretary of the Commission or 
^^^o^al^(^nQ^F^rmS^^&rt i§ is^ te of|mailing attached to the cover of 
" a r ^ ^ ^ t & d o ^ o g t ^ W ^ igp ^e^iigbtiexpress package delivery service 
n ^ a r ^ ^ J t J y ^ i ^ p ^ s ^ u ^ t l f e gidressJsIio^wn at the top of this letter. A 

i & e & l ^ s B ' J ^ r ^ t ^ . ^ ^ a ^ M e Sl^jST^annot be used to extend the 
<*• • - ......._ ^ .^ ..e^-t-o^^^ 0^ s ^ y i ^ ^ a n b^ attached to the filed 

*£ flo -^ ^ • £ * ' 

eive ^ f c e p t i ^ g ^ c ^ ^ h ^ p ^ i e s . ^ D i ^ n ^ ^b^t^^eiiyemf^J^tl ipsalfexceptions in the manner 

Exceptions and 
exceptions and 
(name of party) 

If no e x c e p t j ^ ^ r ^ e ^ l v g a vyitl^^OTity^dy (toy^'thft decision of the Administrative Law Judge may become 
final without f u r t h e ^ ^ i ^ ^ n ^ l ^ S Y ^ ^ l G c c ^ v ^ ^ t t ^ notification 'c*' ' 

&£ «r & $ . * 
garljRularly the 40-page limit for 

*'abeled as "EXCEPTIONS OF 

if this occurs. 

^ .<" CT ^7 3?" J? ^ & & S" ^ a ^ > * 

Certified Mail ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ V o C ' 

MH 
Ends. 

T DECEIVED 

MAR 2 7 2010 

SECRETARY'S BUREAU 



BEFORE T H g r 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC U T I 0 ^ COMMISSION 

James Coppedge 

v. 

PECO Energy Company 

& 

- ^ ^ 

*\s7 

*f ^Jedthe 

i$1a04A)and 

^ v J? £ 
$ 

- ^ J f e ^ ^ n M i ^ M i ^ ^ U i l O T f ^ g O U N T S . under T 
& 0 W ^ g Q f B i f b $ S $ Ppq© J & ^ f U S E D to ACCEPT FOR 

/ ^ ^ l ^ ^ l f m ^ 0 i m $ gDPSMALfeE credit on ALL of my 
O ^ A t i ^ y ^ i l f e . ^h iS i^frSid&& r t )S^f credit. 1099 OID has not 

H Vmgmim the undersigned.) 

QJ ^ & -A & J? A ?* ^ £> *' *.• 

1 The Complaint also included "PGW" $k£an$h / Philadelphia Gas Works) and "Water Renued [sic] Dept" 
(presumably a Philadelphia water provider}*aiî was cross-referenced to gas and water utilities. Complaint at ̂  2-3. 
However, there were no other references to these entities in the Complaint. 



His description of the facts stated: 

PUC is in DEFAULT for failing to rel 
Individual Surety Standard Form 28. 
me a copy of the 1099 OID used t o ^ o 
my permission. Failure to o rde r J^ 1( 
1096 showing who signed for it r 

AJ 
(red to provide 

tpton without 

sovereign rights. There was 
F.R.C.P. 37(c), 37(a)(3), 32 
Furthermore, PECO^and 
refusing to honor m 
under HJR 1̂ 2 o w m 
Constitutio&A^lejjjAS^ ^ 
threaten^ % M i t J M r $ e l ^ t r ^ m s ^ e of thiAp 
correcti$hs^BsJ^'@p&l?j.ffir^na^y. withou 

^ . § ^ t i l # a t i o n 950 
•-308, 3-60 

ith the 
ivil and 

under 
r damages/ ,£.^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^neg l igen t W / f f ^ P J t 
g with ' n ^ ^ M S T & *& 2& 

<££ 

Complaint at ^ no ed 

0 Million Dollars for violating my civil 
rider my Security Agreement and UCC1 
ents of my utility bills be honored. Accepted 

ed for Value for payment according to the 
, accept my 1040V5s for payment and return to 

eserve Notes that have been taken from me under 
w, color of office and fraud. 

A^omplgfet d^t jfiEmphasis in the original with no editing from the und 

^ r ^ e ^ ^ m ^ i ^ ^ e r e : 1) a notarized Constructive Notice And DeclaratiJ 

^ 4 

xr) Attached to 

'xpress 

tKenna, Recorder of cd 5Df All Rights By Sworn Affidavit as recorded by Be ^ 

nt County, Dover, Delaware; 2) an Affidavit Of Revoc§tian^)f Power Of Attorney 

\ . 

fe&May 27, 2008; 3) a Letter dated May 18, 2009 from E 

Mr. Coppedge, Mr. Kaufman, Ms. Davis, and Ms. Owen 

siness Services Company to 

^"ing them that they were 
AT v 

responsible for paying their electric bills and rejectingQfle DKeviously tendered "accepted for 

value" documents from Mr. Coppedge on their b d w n ^ a Letter dated September 16, 2009, 

from- Secretary McNulty to Mr. Coppedge notiraligOTn that the Commission had received his 
N. 



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 ^ugust 13, 2009 from the BCS to 

Mr. Coppedge informing him that his letter would be wSod asA^ informal complaint and 
$r ^ ^ A 

investigated. 

By letters dated November 6, ^ ) 9 , ^ < ^ 

Preliminary Objections. In its Answer andj 

was attempting to pay his electric bi 

suggestion that it engaged in^feau&Jieife 

account was $1,116.22; ^raga 

5) that PECO had issu 

Report No. 2578007| 

not have the aut 

7) that by lette&'at 

monetary d 

e^fis^pr value, 

for his 

Ms. O 

Exelon B, 

#4 

tjgfTeasen 

Q ĴTimi ssion(/id 

. Coppe 

ept the>)bof 

ffidavits ofl&dividc^ Surety had no nWetary 
i *® ft* 
i/ le t ter were: 1) a PEC^Vccount ActivitgStatement 

ge's Affidavit Of Individual Surety; 3) ^fopy of 

009; 4) a copy of the letter dated May 18, 2009 from ^ 

CoMp^i ̂ to Mr. Coppedge, Mr. Kaufinan, Ms. Davis and M 

and 5 ) & o ^ f 4 t e M S ^ c & 6 n Report, issue dated August 27, 2009. J r JT 

A ^ ^ Jfy ^fe^^ iminary Objections alleged: 1) that the Commission lacl&dgs? authority 

""• ' " ' ej^mplainant 

n-compliance 

PECO to accept his 

$^T^Q$AM>n in damages as requested by the Complainant; 2) th, 

'd damages for violation of his civil and sovereign rig 

e^ej'al Rules of Civil Procedure (Fed. R. Civ. P.) and the nscus 

ate and other documents as legal payment for his utihw h ^ 3 ) that the Complaint 

v ^ l ^ S l y insufficient because it failed to set forth a claim m&n ^ ^ c h the Commission could 

grant relief; 4) that the Complaint sought to force PECO to^SbcgSt bogus monetary instruments 

as payment for service; 5) that the Commission did not^^/ame power to grant that kind of 

relief; and 6) that the Complaint included scandalot&^djmpertinent matter relating to 

allegations of fraud and theft of credit and of vidfetiofiyof the Uniform Commercial Code 

i ^ 3 w 



X 

(UCC), the Fed. R. Civ. P., the United States Constitution, and Internal Revenue Service (IRS) 

publications. Included with the Preliminary Objections wjs a Notice to Plead to both the 

Objections and the New Matter. 

This case was assigned to me on 

records, as of January 12, 2010, Complainant g ^ n c 

of Respondent's Answer or to its Prelimim 

raised as New Matter are deemed ad^fctteOf" M (Te 

ruling. 

Philadelphia, 

9^^ccording to Qqmmission 

otfsg to the New MfyjpTjS&rtion 
rfore, the factuzdMej' 

6 
^ ^ J 7 

Energy Company, a i^gulated electric ^ S t y . 

& 
& 

CommissgH ^^fr 

his ele^Sc 

PE 

b ^ 3 0 , 2009, James Coppedge filed a Complaint with t h e ^ 

that PECO was refusing to accept the payment he 

£ 

a L - ^ shut off his service. In addition, Mr. Coppedge aUgglaJi&a 

^ £ $ $ 4. As relief. Complainant specified that PECO cpyTd 

's ]&frsuit by honoring his payments, accepting an IRS 

eserve Notes taken from him under color of law, c 

iSSRmQad failed to send him certain IRS forms in violation j ^v* 

oint Resolution (HIR), the United States Constitution aSnh3§!JCC which 

ll and sovereign rights. ^ A v 

o 

e 

d $100 Million 

and returning all 

•free and fraud. 

was due on or before November 26, 
2 Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.63(a), Complainant's response to Ne 
2009. J ^ 
3 Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.101(1) a reply to the Prelmmarv^bjecSon was due on or before November 16,2009. 
4 According to Commission's regulations, a reply to new m^^r mpk be filed within 20 days of the date of service 
of the. answer or other pleading raising new matter. Failui^to fi^a timely reply to new matter shall be deemed in 
default, arid relevant facts stated in the new matter ma^jro degged to be admitted. 52 Pa. Code § 5.63(a)-(b). 

V ^ 4 v 



5. The Complaint did not clearly request that the Commission award 

damages. 

" jliminary Obj 

6. By letters dated November jSs^O 
IT% 

Matter addressing the material allegations of Ijw^Cê pqpl 

Objections sought dismissal of the Complai 
;aiymf&f5g&nt becau^t: 

not have the authority to award d a m ^ s ^ t o S c c ^ ij|5e^Mjgarding 

instruments. The Objec t ion ' s 

allegations of fraud and th 

iled an Answer and New 

.s. 

' t ^ f r j ^ s 

r ^ r a j S t e ^ r o _ 

United States Const i tute ^ I ^ ^ i ^ o 

i/ii*/*i 

;rfplaint and its attachments and the docutiUnts and l e g ^ ^ 

e concluded that the Preliminary Objections based oni | | a l 
re scandalous and impertinent matters should be graj^T ^^* insufficiec©' 

£ § ' *y> ^SRie^o^tniagon's Rules of Practice and Procedure permit parties ^mefi> 

J & • ^ / • *$FJP 
^ ^ n t o b i O T i o ^ The grounds for preliminary objections are limited to wse<pt forth in 

^ J E O T A f c fl^lAa) as follows: J^<y^ 

^ F £ * - O J S ? A (1) Lack of Commission jurisdiction or improper^pviepwf the 
At *w *& pleading initiating the proceeding. ^sr C ' 

(2) Failure of a pleading to conform to t h i ^ f a ^ r or the inclusion of 
scandalous or impertinent matter. / < 

(3) Insufficient specificity of a plea(j§3g. 

J p 4 
(4) Legal insufficiency of a plogmj^v 

X 



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

r alternative (6) Pendency of a prior proceedin^r ^re^ 
dispute resolution. j& A_\ 

A party may file Preliminary Qfej^cta^sj 

Code §5.101. When considering those ObjsSfieS^ M 

a light most favorable to the Compkgp 

appears that the ComplainantovoiSa ndSb|Sni™tl 

requirement is similar toJtmn0w%^jffi\jS&cy-

objections. Equitable ^aj&r4m?Q$htiMIi 

PUC LEXIS 69 

Commission mu 

Telephone of 

e to be 

& ^ i ^ 
JS 

Sefas. ^lion-Local 668 ofSe/^Employees I n t e ^ Union, 

O^^^t iona l ly , mere conclusory allegations in^fie pleading^^ 

are not sufficient to survive preliminary objections, bj? 

hat the Commission, as an administrative agency. 

sl^conferred on it by statute or those powers which are^pce^irily 

iss powers. Norfolk Southern Ry. Co. v. Pa. Public UtiliffiCmmission, 

$ ' f a r - $ l W t £ f ! C m w l t h - 2 0 0 5 ) - Section 701 of the Public Utility C o d ^ ^ S f . C.S. § 70L 

^ ^fet l^^g^io^ommission to hear complaints regarding the Public U t i ^ QStfe (Code), 

egulations or a Commission order. Section 1501 of tt^Cp^provides the basis for 4r4 
e<gfcmjpission's subject matter jurisdiction. The Commission^resgonsible for ensuring the 

^ajsqwgcy, efficiency, safety and reasonableness of public utig^f s l i c e s . Id.; Schriner v. Pa. 
\ 
'v Power & Light Co., 349 Pa. Superior Ct, 177, 501 A.2djm%&SL Superior 1985). 

In this case Mr. Coppedge alleged^CQffiust accept his debt instrument as 
ar!» j i v 

payment for services. The Commission's regut&ionjSjjrovide that payment for services may be 

v 

^ 



made in "any reasonable manner." 52 Pa. Code § 56.94. As a result, the decision as to the 

"reasonableness" of his method of payment is within the Commission's authority. However, in 

order to determine if Mr. Coppedge's instrument is a r^ponabl&manii^r of payment, the 

Commission would be required to determine the in 

law governed by application of the UCC, and in 

instrument is negotiable is a legal conclusion 

as true Mr. Coppedge's averment that he p 

Dillabough, 552 Pa. 550, 716 A.2dj&15 

jurisdiction is limited to revjgwing 

PECO's service. 66 Pa. 

that realm, I have conciaae. 

the Complaint.5 Th^Sr! 

bility which is a question of 

3104. Whether an 

J ^ i u ^ s s i o n is not re 

p^&ahjSflnstrument. 5, 

noted, the 

tills Commissio 

aj|&sri&nent's £e 

s subject 

stained. 

Pa. 1,3 extent 

s ^ j ^ ^ m i f t & s g n to be able to award^SpDO Million D o l l ^ \ o r less) in 

liasJon does not have the power to grant that^brm of relief 

fso be sustained. J& 

» 

SC'c thad 

- ^ - Q t ^ thgif 9&jfection is that Mr. Coppedge's entire Complaint incl 

;a^Pl<a^a^am^fer t^gntg^t ter . More specifically, PECO objected to allegation; 
«F ^ ^ # i® <$? ĉ r 

edi&a®ii^n-a@ia@fctheft of credit" for refusing to accept the "bogus" monetgy i|gfruments 
Ŝ̂  ^ ^ J * j t* JV ® J§r 

A S f f ^ d m I ^ Q # p e d g e and the references to the UCC, Fed. R. Civ. P., Q ^ t r ^ f c o n and IRS 
©gree with this objection. $§«' ^ r 

There are no definitions of "scandalous" or " i m p e ^ i e ^ p in the Commission's 

S t i L ^ n s . However, I find that Black's Law Dictionary pr mfficient guidance. It 

oefines the words, "impertinent" and "scandal" as f o l l o w ^ <& 

5 Much of the preceding discussion was culled from Eilswop&FPeffijieton and Patty Tucker v. Public Utility 
Commission, Unpubhshed Mem. Op. at 4-6, No. 519 CDj£Cra6,^k Cmwlth. August 29, 2006), Simpson, J- Even 
thoughsthe case is not reported, the basis for the Court'^gig® well-documented and unassailable. 



Impertinent. That which does not belong to a pleading, 
interrogatory, or other proceeding; out oiSgiace; superfluous; 
irrelevant. A term applied to matter n o @ i e ^ s ^ ^ t ^ ^ i s t i t u t e the 
cause of action or .ground of defense^JsWT^ma Jer-^ly be ordered 
stricken from the pleading. Fed .R^^Si i fe^ l^) . ^ ^ e r o b 
Immaterial averment; Surplus 

Scandal. Defamatory r e p o r t s ^ iffipq 
talk, uttered recklessly or raSaci 
ordered stricken fro 
Fed.R.Civ.P. 12(f) 

^ ^ or tondmMpjPjp 
us matter may/tig. 

Black's Law Dictionary 

Ap 

that the vast ma 

A 
the reference^p 
Mr. Coppg^ : j@q2g0 

entitled* 

alleged 

sovere 

to transr 

J? 
e 

materials. 

Jication 950. ^oiA 1096 is 
* 
edge ^ 

9 OID, 1040V and 

1 of U.S. Information^eturas." Mr. C 

f^S^rgf© provide this form to him was a violation of his civil 

4 ^ The instructions for this form specify that it should Jb^ised 

d.otHeFaJo the IRS. It has no application to the Commission 

"gle 
•tifflSS for this 

Mr- Q ^ & & e J & i $ $ pe&pajmfknd therefore, impertinent. References to the form 

ntitled, "Original Issue Discount" (OID). The in * 

ould be used to report income to the IRS derived from ^M^resp received in 

tion's stated redemption price at maturity over its issue^ncg^acquisition 

riQ^pf ^Mrifjped bond or coupon). Given that the Commission has nj^ul^fect matter 

^fc^oA? 
make a determination on the value of the alleged ass®* th$pform is irrelevant, and 

impertinent. References to the form should be strickd 

ent Voucher." The IRS description of this form specifies 

accompany a taxpayer's check or money order for amo 

accompany any alleged payment to the utility or the 

credibility of the alleged asset. Again given that 

jurisdiction to make a determination on the v 

4% ri 1040V is entitled. 

<C 

v. 

it should be used to 

to the IRS. Using the form to 

-js'sion would not add to the value or 

CAunission has no subject matter 

alleged asset, the form is irrelevant, and 



X 
x 

therefore, impertinent. References to the form should be stricken. IRS Publication 950 is 

entitled, "Introduction to Estate and Gift Taxes." At the risk of continued repetition, given that 

the Commission has no subject matter jurisdiction to n ^ ^ ^ a det^mioa^on on applicability of 

ler&oi^STOjgreference to the publication estate and gift taxes, the publication is irrelevant; an^Jrft 

is impertinent, and should be stricken. 

C o m p l a i n y § i J ^ T 

The Complaint is cross-referrfaSfej 

at 14B. Section 3-603 has been revised ^fp^n-uralBfer 

the effect of a tender 

13 Pa. C.S. §3603. I was 

However, and as noted 

Commission's auth 

to entertain the C a m p l ^ t . 

stricken. 

may be gft's 

tender for 

o lu t ion l92of^ f i e5 , 1933. 

^ffiS'ally provides that every obligation, priv^fe or public, ^ ^ 

y coin or currency which at the time of payment is leg 

î fcte a j b ™ * As noted above, this Commission does not have 

to dete||̂ in§*fc£syfc§ ofi^j^aaMtfty. Accordingly, the reference to the HJR is i r r e l e v ^ ^ f o ^ s 

*^*J *«c:-.jE*.„ft*_i.iA^„.^g^tj:ijs Commission's subject matter jurisdiction an;J *~~ — case ment. 

aint is also cross-referenced to Federal Rules m 'rocedure 37(c), 

fe7(a)(6). Complaint at If 4B. Rule 37 of the Fed. R. c W ^ . <^nt i t led: "Failure To 

osures Or To Cooperate In Discovery; Sanctions." SeSnoiigyT'(a)(3) deals with 

o ^ i o compel. Section 37(c) deals with the consequenc^Kf^^ng to disclose requested 

information. (Section 37(a)(6) does not exist in the c u r r e £ ^ u J ^ ) The federal rules apply to 

litigation before the federal courts. Obviously, this Cq^misSbn is not part of the federal 

6 To examine the entire text of the Resolution, see: Holy* 
300 U.S. 324, 339-340 fit 1, 57 S.Ct.485, 490, fo. 1, 8 

Power Co. v. American Writing Paper Co., Inc. 
(1937). 

# 



judiciary. The rules are irrelevant to this case. Therefore, the references to the rules are 

impertinent, and should be stricken. 

In addition, the Complaint is cross-re 

Article I, Section 10. Complaint at f 4B. That Sec ĵb 

the States and forbids, in part, the States from 

silver Coin a Tender in Payment of Debts. 

Commission has the jurisdiction to 

See, e.g. Feigleyv. AT&TO 

April 20, 2001, at Docket 

d States Constitution, 

(Pa. Cmwlth. 2002), 2 

806 A.2d 868 (2002, 

not the cited portisn'o 

There is no alljjpff 

Indeed, the 

value an 

Constitute 

igjjvejf^1 

& 

o*PEQ®^Ugon review, I concludoaSriat the citation, 

Jl&fetjffifts in this case and should be stricken. 
^ 

9 

r.* 
tg 

laii^fefifeto Mr. Coppedge's Affidavit of Individual Surety S^daM^ 

Compl^it Q M ^ 1 ^ ^ ^ i i ^ f i t was not attached to the Complaint. However, an A|prda3§T Of 

[legibly dated May 22, 2009) was attached to the PI 

^ y ^ p y S a i ^ p ' f ^ i d no reference to any federal government contract. I 

J jfe^^d^it is irrelevant to the allegations in this case and shoultoe s w 

wer 

aint. affidavit was the same document mentioned in MJipCj. 

the affidavit specify that this form affidavit must be coggffet^Pby individual 

which were used with federal government contracts. < ^ r̂ gafew of the 

cyjj^d that the citation to 

en. 

PECO objected to the words, "fraud and th^Pbijgredit" as scandalous, as used in 

Mr. Coppedge's description of PECO's refusal to acceoffftisfcth certificate as a payment for his 

electric bill- Complaint at 14A. I agree with PECgftAsSfrongly as Mr. Coppedge may feel 
A 

about PECO's refusal to accept his birth certifiers inpayment for his electric bill, his accusation 

'10 



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

stricken. 

In conclusion, I ha.ve reviewed all of 

in Mr. Coppedge's Complaint, As my discussion^To 

Complaint consists of scandalous and/or impejime 

objections must be sustained. 

gations and legal citations 

ast majority of the 

dingly, the pre! 

52 Pa. Code §5.10 

Coraplaintj 

only wh^Stft 

circumst 

filing 

Compan 

w ^ 4 w ^ j 8 ^ ^ ^ ^or^c i s iona l purposes, the Commission must assume thatSe M 

n ^ e ^tnj@mt are true. Marinoffv. Bell Telephone of Pennsylvania^ f̂* '̂' m. UC 489, 

* • , « A . ^ 

Conclusions of law, argumentative allegatioi^^in^^ranted inferences 

b ^ f a j ^ o r expressions of opinion are to be disregarded. Addij|iihaJJ&, mere conclusory 

s ^ e not sufficient to survive ms in the pleadings without supporting factual allega 

preliminary objections. Dorfman v. Pa. Soc. Servs. Unior^b 

Union, 752 A.2d 933 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2000). J * 4? 

68 of Serv. Employees Intern. 



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 express powers. Norfolk Southern Ry. Co. v. Pa. Pm&c Utility Commission, 875 A.2d 1243 

(Pa. Cmwlth. 2005). 

6. Section 701 of the Public l?ti 

Commission to hear complaints regarding t 

Commission order. 

7. Se 

matter j urisdiction, 

safety and r e a g j ™ b ^ e ^ o ^ ^ ) l ^ J I t o i ^ iQrvices. Id.; 5. 
^ t 43r ^» CT «!* j f f JOT ^9 

349 Pa. SUQ3&&£? . . ? f l j ^ ] M 2 ^ i ^ p M u p Q n o i 1 

made ii 

i t 
^ o ^ f e regulations provide that payment for s l i c e s may b e . ^ 

Pa. Code § 56.94. As a result, the decision as to the J& 

r e a s o n a b j l g J i e ^ ^ o ^ R ^ m e ^ m ^ o d is within the Commission's authority. 

0 ^ 

'hicniafeqji&gti 

to determine if Mr. Coppedge's instrument is a reasraahfe>manner 

2n^he@oiOTBission would be required to determine the instrument's ^SotgBility 

^ feqi^ti^of law governed by application of the UCC. 13 Pa. C S ^ M ^ 

^ ^ £ * J © ^ y A 11 • Because an instrument's negotiability does n ^ S f J ^ t h i n the purview of 

!c£bn i&Jl , the Commission lacks subject matter jurisdiction t o ^ h t ^ S m the Complaint. 

P-S. §1501. A J 

\ 12. Commission does not have the Eu^horwif to award damages. The 

Commission does not have the power to grant thayj|^c8*relief. Feingold v. Bell of 

Pennsylvania, 447 Pa. 1, 383 A.2d 791, 794 
& 

«ayi 



13. Impertinent is defined as: That which does not belong to a pleading, 

interrogatory, or other proceeding; out of place; superflgeus: UTAJfivan̂  A term applied to matter 

not necessary to constitute the cause of action or grj^mu ord^Pn^^pBlack's Law dictionary 679 

(rev. 5th ed. 1979). 

14. Scandal is defined a^DOTm 

slanderous talk, uttered recklessly ojtoal^ousP/. 

15. 

has no application t 

interest jjgeei 

price (acqj&sTt 

matter .tfaasaKJtioisto, 

irrelevar^BncHffle, 

iqnjs stated redemption p§ee at maturity ov^its issue 

•4&i of coupon). Given that the Commissi^ has no subje^> 

nttination on the value of the alleged asset, the form is J& 

imp it. References to it should be stricken. 

fcVlr* T)40V should be used to accompany a taxpayer's ch^Oq^mounts 

n that the Commission has no subject matter jurisdictio 

i^>on@e value of an alleged asset, sending the form with an alleged* 

idBi. value or credibility. The form is irrelevant, and there 

e a 

et does not 

, impertinent. 

it should be stricken. 

IRS Publication 950 is entitled, "Intro LĈ JKO Estate and Gift Taxes." 

The Commission has no subject matter jurisdiction to m a l ^ i germination on applicability of 

estate and gift taxes which makes the publication in-elerant^Therefore, the reference to the 

publication is impertinent, and it should be strickei 

13* 



19. Section 3-603 has been revised and renumbered as Section 3603. It sets 

forth rules on the effect of a tender of payment and the effect of the refusal of a tender. UCC, 

13 Pa. C.S. § 3603. Because the issue of an instrume 

Commission's authority, the Commission lacks sul̂ j 

Complaint. Therefore, the references to the UCi^are 

A 

20. House Joint Resolut^? 1<|P̂ > 

obligation, private or public, may b ^ a t i 

the time of payment is legal ^iddSfo 

the power to determine is 

irrelevant to this case, 

and impertinent, an' 

o t ^ i t o ^ i s not within the 

Action to entertain the 

Or To Coo a ^ o d g r ^Section 37(a)(^ deals 

Section l f e \ < ^ ^ ^ i t ^ f i e ^ ^ e q u ^ ? e ^ p f failing to disclose r^uested mformatign. The 

federal ^ ^ ^ y ^ h ^ l ^ r ^ e M 
i.i v ^ y 4 i t i - J S T J Jt*. - x ^ & i . . ^ ^ 

federal courts. This Commission is norpart of the 
re^/ant to this case. Therefore, the references to the rules/ 

impertme m ^ 

sf "^uted States Constimtion, Article I, Section 10 placesifemit&ons on 

i^^in part, the States from coining money or making "any TS&iggrtit gold and 

in Payment of Debts. . . ." Id. 
JrJ&JF£ £ 

^ ^ ^ F J & > y M 23. The Commission has the jurisdiction to addr&sfi% o^Stitutional issue. 

iigley v. AT&T Communications of Pennsylvania, Inc.J^igjpn and Order, entered 

^ l 4 f 2001, at Docket No. C-00981434 (Slip Op. at 3 0 ~ 3 2 ^ P e ^ y I); affd. 794 A2d 428 

(Pa. Cmwlth. 2002), 2002 Pa. Commw. LEXIS 143; petit^Toi^llow. of appeal denied, 

806 A.2d 863 (2002), 2002 Pa. Commw. LEXIS 1 7 7 4 . ^ * 



24. The cited portion of the Consfitutiq&has no applicability to this case. 

There is no allegation in any of the pleadings which sume&& any^late is coining money. The 
& j * * ' s r ^ gi ^ 

operative issue is whether or not Mr. Coppedge has t ^ W e ^ i ^ a s ^ t ^ l n c h has value and can 

cancel his debt to PECO. The citation to the ConsjJS^n'fe !$ei£Va?rt|S l ^ ^ I ^ ^ o n s in this 

case and should be stricken. &J?r f $ $*$ ^ ' ^ ^$$^ 

25. There are i n s t m c t i o n s ^ o i ^ ^ Q ^ P ^ ^ i ^ ^ ^ 1 ^ ^ 0 ! ^ 1 ^ ^ ? 1 1 ^ Surety 

which he mentioned in the Complaint. T h e ^ s ^ T ^ ^ s ^ r J m ^ T ^ ^ i t ^ d i C a ^ l ^ t d J ' m u s t be 

;ompIeted by individual sureties fsFbonife mifcfe wfej&uSedjK'ith K3?|al<^Q2^ratn*it contracts. 

There is no reference in tljg^Ie^ngs ^yTO' ̂ t o ^ q V o ^ n f e r ^ o M r ^ t / j T ^ Ration to^he 
( ^ Cj ^ J I ^ - J ^ 4? ^ ^ & -•'i ^ -^ J * 

affidavit is irrelevant t 

e » « i 

& jv-^lAtJF&:r' 

Mr. Coppedge'sjr^i^ i^d„ 

5- v 7 ^ - i ? * fmm»y & &' & •£ 

$m$$gif'fF$£?if«.f-i 
* / 

to the Compla^ ( ^ 
'C 

^ JE^CWEnergy Company 

.ined. 

/ ^ / 

Docket 

& M . p A r i & t f i & f f i f f i & g J $ $ < ( § b p p e c l g e v ^ E C O Energy Company at 

dice and closed. 

A * *> t c j ? 

&4iAA/' 

t - sS-s i $ $ $ ^#ouis G-Cocheres 

*. ^ >. *• & $* jlf •£! g Administrative Law Judge 

**?i 
fy 
rV 
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C E R T I F I C A T E O F S E R V I C E 

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 

^ / 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 3265 
HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
ATTN: CLERK OF COURT FOR 

LOUIS G. COCHERES, 
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 

P.O. BOX 3265 
HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265 

RECEIVED 
MAR 2 7 2010 

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 

Dated* 

JamesXopped^^tnCCl-308 
Secured Party Creditor 

Authorized Representative 
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