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Administrative Law Judge

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING

On March 3, 2010, Wilbert Thomas (Complainant) filed a complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against Metropolitan Edison Company (Respondent).  The complaint alleges at paragraph 4A that the Complainant has a reliability, safety or quality problem with his utility service.  The complaint at paragraph 4B alleges that the lights in the Complainant’s house blink or become dim.  The complaint further alleges that several receptacles in the Complainant’s house have been damaged.  

According to the complaint, the Respondent dispatched personnel to the Complainant’s house.  The Respondent’s personnel investigated the Complainant’s complaint and concluded that the Respondent’s facilities were operating properly.  The complaint does not request any specific relief.
On April 1, 2010, the Respondent filed a certificate of satisfaction.  On May 14, 2010, the Commission issued a Secretarial Letter advising the Complainant and the Respondent that the Commission had marked the proceeding closed.

On May 27, 2010, the Complainant filed a document questioning why the Commission had marked the proceeding closed.  On July 12, 2010, the Complainant filed a document contesting the certificate of satisfaction.  On August 2, 2010, the Complainant filed a document reiterating his complaints about the service he had received from the Respondent.  On September 20, 2010, the Complainant filed another document complaining about the service he received from the Respondent.  
The Commission did not issue an order ruling on the Complainant’s late-filed objections to the certificate of satisfaction or an order reopening the proceeding.  Instead, by hearing notice dated March 8, 2011, the Commission scheduled this matter for a hearing on April 25, 2011 at 10:00 a.m. in Hearing Room 2, Commonwealth Keystone Building in Harrisburg.   I issued a prehearing order on March 9, 2011, addressing, inter alia, requests for continuance, subpoena procedures, attorney representation and the Commission’s policy encouraging settlements.  On March 15, 2011, I issued a revised prehearing order indicating that the hearing was to be in person, not telephonic.
On March 17, 2011, the Respondent filed an answer to the Complainant’s complaint.  The answer admits that the Respondent provides electric service to the Complainant at the service address shown on the complaint.  The answer admits that the Respondent sent service personnel to the Complainant’s residence, investigated the Complainant’s complaint, tested its equipment and concluded that its equipment was working properly.  The answer states that a manufacturing customer on the Complainant’s electric circuit may have caused some voltage fluctuations at the Complainant’s residence.  The answer requests that the Commission dismiss the complaint.

On April 15, 2011, the Complainant filed a response to the Respondent’s answer and a request that the Commission reschedule the hearing set for April 25, 2011.  The Respondent did not oppose this request.  I converted the hearing into a telephonic prehearing conference.  
I conducted the telephonic prehearing conference as scheduled on April 25, 2011.  The Complainant appeared pro se, and Bridget M. Good, Esquire represented the Respondent.  During the prehearing conference, I explained the Commission’s jurisdiction to the Complainant.  (N.T. 18-24)  The parties also agreed to a hearing date.  (N.T. 26-30) 
By hearing notice dated May 4, 2011, the Commission scheduled this matter for a hearing on June 15, 2011 at 11:00 a.m. in Hearing Room 3, Commonwealth Keystone Building in Harrisburg.  I conducted the initial hearing as scheduled on June 15, 2011.  The Complainant appeared pro se, presented testimony and sponsored four exhibits that I admitted into the record.  Bridget M. Good, Esquire represented the Respondent, which presented two witnesses who sponsored four exhibits that I admitted into the record.  
On June 22, 2011, the Complainant filed a document titled “Motion Resubmit Exhibit No. 4”.  The motion requests that I admit an attached work authorization regarding the Complainant’s personal computer as an exhibit.  The Complainant’s motion alleges that I rejected the admission of a work confirmation for the computer because it lacked a date.  The motion requests that I admit the work authorization to demonstrate the Respondent’s failure to provide reasonable service.

On June 30, 2011, the Respondent filed an answer to the Complainant’s motion.  The answer alleges that the Complainant failed to request that the record remain open pending a motion to submit the proposed exhibit.  The Respondent points out that it would be prejudiced by the admission since it cannot cross examine the Complainant with regard to the exhibit.  The answer asserts that the proposed exhibit is related to a request for monetary damages, and it is beyond the Commission’s authority to award such damages.  The answer requests that I not admit the proposed exhibit into the record. 
The initial hearing resulted in a transcript of eighty-nine pages.  The record closed on July 5, 2011, the date the transcript was filed with the Secretary’s Bureau.  For the reasons set forth below, I will deny the complaint.

FINDINGS OF FACT



1.
The Complainant is Wilbert Thomas.  N.T.  44 


2.
The Respondent is Metropolitan Edison Company.  N.T. 47


3.
The Complainant resides at 270 Country Ridge Drive, Red Lion, York County, Pennsylvania.  N.T. 44  

4.
The Complainant has resided at 270 Country Ridge Drive since November 2006.  N.T. 45  
5.
From the time he began residing at 270 Country Ridge Drive, the Complainant noticed that occasionally, the lights in his house would dim, and then brighten.  N.T. 45-49  
6.
Several of the electric receptacles in the Complainant’s residence were damaged.  N.T. 55-56  
7.
Beginning in December 2006, the Complainant’s home alarm would activate occasionally for no apparent reason.  N.T. 50   
8.
In June 2008, the Complainant’s alarm system stopped functioning.  N.T. 50-51  
9.
The Complainant had the alarm system repaired.  N.T. 51-52 



10.
The Complainant contacted the Respondent in August 2008 regarding the problems he had with his alarm system.  N.T. 53-54, 81, 96-97, Respondent Ex. 1  
11.
The Respondent sent personnel to the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 53‑54, 81, 96-98, Respondent Ex. 1  
12.
The Respondent’s employees inspected the electric line from the electric meter at the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 55-57, 81, 97-98, Respondent Ex. 1  
13.
The Respondent’s facilities were functioning properly.  N.T. 53-54, 81, 96-97, Respondent Ex. 1  
14.
The employees found a loose connection at the meter base and secured the loose connection.  N.T. 53-54, 81, 96-97, Respondent Ex. 1
15.
After the Respondent’s employees inspected the facilities in August 2008, the Complainant continued to experience problems with the lights in his residence dimming occasionally.  N.T. 56-57  

16.
The Complainant’s telephone, television and stereo speaker malfunctioned in 2009 and 2010.  N.T. 61-62, Complainant’s Ex. 1-3  

17.
The Complainant had each of these items repaired.  N.T.  63-64, Complainant’s Ex.1-3 

18.
The Respondent sent personnel to the Complainant’s residence in March 2010 after the Complainant filed a formal complaint with the Commission.  N.T. 56-57, 81-82, 102-104, Complainant’s Ex. 4, Respondent Ex. 1  
19.
The Respondent’s employees inspected its facilities at the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 56-57, 81-82, 102-104, Complainant’s Ex. 4, Respondent Ex. 1 
20.
The Respondent’s facilities were functioning properly.  N.T. 56-57, 81-82, 102-104, Complainant’s Ex. 4, Respondent Ex. 1 
21.
After the Respondent’s employees inspected the facilities in March 2010, the Complainant continued to have problems with his lights dimming.  N.T. 57-59  

22.
The problem continues to the time of the hearing.  N.T. 58

23.
The circuit that serves the Complainant serves 749 customers.  N.T.95  

24.
The circuit that serves the Complainant also serves an industrial manufacturing customer.  N.T. 105 

25.
In 2007, the industrial manufacturing customer was causing flicker problems due to its operations.  N.T. 105-106  

26. 
The industrial manufacturing customer is a large welding company and whenever it was welding materials, the welding process would cause the lights to flicker.  N.T. 105-106  
27.
In order to address this problem, the Respondent installed a Static Bar Compensator in September 2008.  N.T. 106  
28.
The Static Bar Compensator keeps the voltage level constant so that the flickering does not occur.  N.T. 106  
29.
The Static Bar Compensator reduced the voltage fluctuations that customers on that circuit would be experiencing.  N.T. 106  

30.
The industrial manufacturing customer has also changed its welding process in order to address any problems caused by its operations.  N.T. 106  
31.
The customer has changed its welding process from a step process to a ramp operation.  N.T. 106

32.
This change in the welding process prevents large bumps in the current that would cause the voltage to drop.  N.T. 106  
33.
The industrial manufacturer’s operations comply with Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) standards with regard to its flicker index level.  N.T. 106-107

34.
The Respondent offered the industrial manufacturing customer a source of voltage from a transport branch of the substation and transmission service to the customer.  N.T. 107-108  

35.
These alternatives would not use the distribution circuit and would help to eliminate the flickering.  N.T. 107-108  

36.
The Complainant would have experienced flickering or dimming lights in his residence because the residence is on the same circuit as the industrial manufacturing plant.  N.T. 108    

37.
The Respondent had not received any complaints in 2011 with regard to lights flickering on the circuit.  N.T. 108  

38.
The Respondent received only eight complaints in 2010 with regard to lights flickering.  N.T. 111

DISCUSSION



The Complainant in this proceeding has the burden of proof to show that the Respondent is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the complaint.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Co. of Pennsylvania, 72 Pa. PUC 196 (1990), Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Co., 50 Pa. PUC 300 (1976).  The Complainant must establish his case by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa. Public Utility Comm’n, 578 A.2d 600 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990), alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (Pa. 1992).  To meet his burden of proof, the Complainant must present evidence more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the Respondent.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 364 Pa. 45, 70 A.2d 854 (1950).  In this case, the Complainant contends that the Respondent provided unreasonable service by failing to correct the problem with its facilities that caused various electrical devices in the Complainant’s residence to stop functioning.  
There are three preliminary matters that I will address before addressing the merits of the Complainant’s complaint.  The first is the Complainant’s motion, filed June 22, 2011, requesting that I admit an attached work authorization regarding the Complainant’s personal computer as an exhibit.  The motion requests that I admit the work authorization to demonstrate the Respondent’s failure to provide reasonable service.

I rejected the admission of a work confirmation for the computer at the hearing because the work confirmation lacked a date.  N.T. 74  I admitted three similar documents regarding the Complainant’s cell phone, television and stereo speakers, solely for the purpose of establishing the approximate dates when these items were repaired or replaced to help provide a chronology of events.  N.T. 75-76, Complainant’s Ex. 1-4  I did not admit them for any other purpose.
During the hearing, the Complainant testified that his cell phone, television and stereo speakers had been damaged.  N.T. 61-64  Counsel for the Respondent stipulated that the Complainant’s appliances had been damaged.  N.T. 69-70  The Complainant also testified that his computer had been damaged.  N.T. 74  Since the Complainant testified that his computer had been damaged and the counsel for the Respondent stipulated that the Complainant’s appliances had been damaged, I see no reason to admit the proposed exhibit to demonstrate the Respondent’s failure to provide reasonable service.  I will deny the Complainant’s motion. 


The second preliminary matter is the Complainant’s argument regarding the burden of proof in this proceeding.  The Complainant argues that, pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §315(c), the Respondent has the burden of proof to demonstrate that its service and facilities are adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable.  N.T. 66-67  The statute at 66 Pa. C.S. §315(c) states as follows:
(c)  Adequacy of services and facilities.--In any proceeding

upon the motion of the commission, involving the service or

facilities of any public utility, the burden of proof to show

that the service and facilities involved are adequate,

efficient, safe, and reasonable shall be upon the public

utility.



This provision is not applicable to this proceeding.  This proceeding is a complaint filed by the Complainant, not a proceeding, such as an investigation, initiated upon the motion of the Commission.  The Commission cannot impose the burden of proof on the Respondent pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §315(c) in this proceeding.   


Rather, the burden of proof in this proceeding is on the Complainant as the proponent of a rule or order pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §332(a).  The statute at 66 Pa. C.S. §332(a) states as follows: 
(a)  Burden of proof.--Except as may be otherwise provided in

section 315 (relating to burden of proof) or other provisions of

this part or other relevant statute, the proponent of a rule or

order has the burden of proof.
In this case, the Complainant filed a complaint with the Commission requesting an order from the Commission granting him relief.  The Complainant is therefore the proponent of a rule or order from the Commission and has the burden of proof in this proceeding.
The third preliminary matter is the Complainant’s apparent request in his complaint for relief in the form of monetary damages.  At the April 25, 2011 telephonic prehearing conference and the June 15, 2011 hearing, I explained to the Complainant that the Commission lacked the authority to award monetary damages.  N.T. 19, 63  The Commission cannot order an award of this nature. There is no question that the Commission lacks authority to award damages. Terminato v. Pa. National Insurance Co., 645 A.2d 1287 (Pa. 1994); Elkin v. Bell Tel. Co. of Pa., 420 A.2d 371 (Pa. 1980); Feingold v. Bell Tel. Co. of Pa., 383 A.2d 791 (Pa. 1977); Ostrov v. I.F.T., Inc., 586 A.2d 409 (Pa. Super. 1991); Poorbaugh v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 666 A.2d 744 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1995)  The Complainant will have to pursue any action for damages in another forum.  
Turning to the merits, some explanation of the Complainant’s contentions is necessary since the Complainant’s pleadings are disorganized and difficult to understand.  The Complainant’s testimony provided little clarification.  In order to provide some clarity, I will provide some background information and a brief chronology of events that led to the Complainant’s complaint taken from the evidence presented at the hearing before addressing the Complainant’s contentions and the merits of the case.



The complaint involves the Complainant’s residence at 270 Country Ridge Drive, Red Lion, York County, Pennsylvania.  N.T. 44  The Complainant has resided at 270 Country Ridge Drive since November 2006.  N.T. 45  From the time he began residing at 270 Country Ridge Drive, the Complainant noticed that occasionally, the lights in his house would dim, and then brighten.  N.T. 45-49  In addition, several of the electric receptacles in the Complainant’s residence were damaged.  N.T. 55-56  Beginning in December 2006, the Complainant’s home alarm would activate occasionally for no apparent reason.  N.T. 50   In June 2008, the Complainant’s alarm system stopped functioning.  N.T. 50-51  The Complainant had the alarm system repaired.  N.T. 51-52 


The Complainant contacted the Respondent in August 2008 regarding the problems he had with his alarm system.  N.T. 53-54, 81, 96-97, Respondent Ex. 1  The Respondent sent personnel to the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 53-54, 81, 96-98, Respondent Ex. 1  The Respondent’s employees inspected the electric line from the electric meter at the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 55-57, 81, 97-98, Respondent Ex. 1  According to these employees, the Respondent’s facilities were functioning properly.  N.T. 53-54, 81, 96-97, Respondent Ex. 1  The employees found a loose connection at the meter base and secured the loose connection.  N.T. 53-54, 81, 96-97, Respondent Ex. 1  The connection at the meter base is the customer’s responsibility.  N.T. 98  


After the Respondent’s employees inspected the facilities in August 2008, the Complainant continued to experience problems with the lights in his residence dimming occasionally.  N.T. 56-57  In addition, the Complainant’s telephone, television and stereo speaker malfunctioned in 2009 and 2010.  N.T. 61-62, Complainant’s Ex. 1-3  The Complainant had each of these items repaired.  N.T.  63-64, Complainant’s Ex.1-3 


The Respondent sent personnel to the Complainant’s residence in March 2010 after the Complainant filed a formal complaint with the Commission.  N.T. 56-57, 81-82, 102‑104, Complainant’s Ex. 4, Respondent Ex. 1  The Respondent’s employees inspected its facilities at the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 56-57, 81-82, 102-104, Complainant’s Ex. 4, Respondent Ex. 1 According to these employees, the Respondent’s facilities were functioning properly.  N.T. 56-57, 81-82, 102-104, Complainant’s Ex. 4, Respondent Ex. 1   


After the Respondent’s employees inspected their facilities in March 2010, the Complainant continued to have problems with his lights dimming.  N.T. 57-59  The problem continues to the time of the hearing.  N.T. 58


Having provided some background information and a brief chronology of events that led to the Complainant’s complaint, I will now address the merits of the Complainant’s complaint.  The Complainant contends that the Respondent’s facilities are providing his residence with excess or fluctuating voltage that has caused the lights in his home to dim intermittently, damaged the electric receptacles in his residence and damaged his telephone, computer, television and stereo speakers.  The Complainant argues that the Respondent provided unreasonable service by failing to repair its facilities so as to eliminate the excess or fluctuating voltage that continues to allegedly cause the lights in his residence to dim and allegedly damaged his electric receptacles and electronic devices.  I disagree. 

The statute at 66 Pa. C.S. §1501 governs any allegations of unreasonable or inadequate service.  Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §1501, the Commission has original jurisdiction over the reasonableness and adequacy of public utility service.  Elkin v. Bell Telephone Co., 372 A.2d 1203 (Pa. Super. 1977) aff’d 420 A.2d 371 (Pa. 1977); Behrend v. Bell Telephone Co., 243 A.2d 346 (Pa. 1968)  As a general proposition, neither the Public Utility Code nor the Commission’s regulations require public utilities to provide constantly flawless service.  The Public Utility Code at 66 Pa. C.S. §1501 requires public utilities to provide reasonable and adequate, not perfect service.  



The Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa. Code §57.14 governs the service voltage that the Respondent must provide to the Complainant.  The regulation at 52 Pa. Code §57.14(a) requires that an electric utility adopt a standard nominal voltage for the entire territory it serves.  The regulation at 52 Pa. Code §57.14(b) allows variation in voltage for primarily lighting service of 5% above or below the standard nominal voltage for not more than one minute.



The Respondent’s witness, Mr. Sarver, a licensed professional engineer with a degree in electrical engineering, visited the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 97  Mr. Sarver testified that the Respondent’s employees visited the Complainant’s residence on two occasions:  August 2008 and March 2010.  N.T. 96-102  On each visit the Respondent’s employees measured the voltage going into the Complainant’s residence.  Each time the voltage was within acceptable limits.  N.T. 96-102


The normal voltage the Respondent provides to the Complainant’s residence is 120 volts.  When the Respondent’s employees measured the voltage on each of the occasions, the voltage measured between 114 and 126 volts.  N.T. 103-105, Respondent Ex. 4  This variation is within 5% above or below the normal voltage of 120 volts allowed by 52 Pa. Code §57.14(b).  Since the voltage measured at the Complainant’s house is within the variation allowed by Commission regulation, the Respondent did not provide the Complainant with excess or fluctuating voltage in violation of Commission regulations.  To the contrary, complying with Commission regulations is evidence that the Respondent provided reasonable service to the Complainant.  While the Respondent’s voltage service may not be perfect or flawless, it is reasonable and that is all that the Public Utility Code requires.           

With regard to the flickering lights in the Complainant’s residence, Mr. Sarver pointed to several possible causes.  First, the flickering lights could be caused by appliances in the Complainant’s house such as a refrigerator or air conditioning unit.  Mr. Sarver explained that these appliances initially draw a large amount of current when starting.  After the appliance begins running, the amount of electric current being used drops.  N.T.  96

Second, Mr. Sarver testified that the Respondent has devices on its electric lines that could cause flickering lights.  Breaker operations will clear a temporary fault where an object such as a tree branch comes in contact with an electric line.  The breaker operations will cause the voltage to vary and cause lights to dim.  These breaker operations prevent sustained outages.  N.T. 95-96

Third, Mr. Sarver testified that the dimming or flickering lights in the Complainant’s residence could be caused by the operations of an industrial manufacturing plant that is on the same circuit as the Complainant’s residence.  N.T. 105  Mr. Sarver testified that the circuit that serves the Complainant serves 749 customers.  N.T. 95  Among these customers is an industrial manufacturing customer.  
In 2007, the industrial manufacturing customer was causing flicker problems due to its operations.  This customer is a large welding company and whenever it was welding materials, the welding process would cause the lights to flicker.  N.T. 105-106  In order to address this problem, the Respondent installed a Static Bar Compensator in September 2008.  N.T. 106  The Static Bar Compensator keeps the voltage level constant so that the flickering does not occur.  This reduced the voltage fluctuations that customers on that circuit would be seeing.  N.T. 106  

In addition, the industrial manufacturing customer has also changed its welding process in order to address any problems caused by its operations.  N.T. 106  The customer has changed its welding process from a step process to a ramp operation.  This change prevents large bumps in the current that would cause the voltage to drop.  N.T. 106  The industrial manufacturer’s operations comply with Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) standards with regard to its flicker index level.  N.T. 106-107

The Respondent offered the industrial manufacturing customer a source of voltage from a transport branch of the substation and transmission service to the customer.  These alternatives would not use the distribution circuit and would help to minimize the flickering.  N.T. 107-108  

The Complainant would have experienced flickering or dimming lights in his residence because the residence is on the same circuit as the industrial manufacturing plant.    However, Mr. Sarver testified that the Respondent had not received any complaints in 2011 with regard to lights flickering on the circuit.  N.T. 108  The Respondent received only eight complaints in 2010 with regard to lights flickering.  N.T. 111
It appears that with regard to the industrial manufacturing customer, the Respondent took measures before the Complainant filed his complaint to lessen the flickering problem on the circuit.  These measures have reduced the flickering problem to levels that meet IEEE standards.  The Respondent’s response to the flicker problem appears to be reasonable.  While the Respondent has not eliminated the flicker problem on the circuit, it has reduced it to what appears to be a reasonable level.  
The Complainant testified that the Respondent caused the lights in his residence to flicker and caused damage to his electric devices by providing excess or fluctuating voltage to his residence and therefore provided unreasonable service.  The Complainant’s evidence consisted of unsupported assertions. These assertions, regardless of how honest or strong, cannot form the basis of a finding in his favor.  Assertions, personal opinions or perceptions do not constitute evidence.  Pennsylvania Bureau of Corrections v. City of Pittsburgh, 532 A.2d 12 (Pa. 1987)  Even pro se complainants must provide relevant and necessary information.  The Complainant in this case proceeded pro se by choice and bore the risk of doing so.  Groch v. Unemployment Comp. Bd. of  Review, 472 A.2d 286 (Pa. Cmwlth 1984); Vann v. Unemployment Comp. Bd. of  Review, 494 A.2d 1081 (Pa. 1985)

The Complainant did not testify that he was an electrician or electrical engineer.  Given the Complainant’s lack of experience or education regarding electricity or electric wiring, I cannot give any weight to his testimony that excessive voltage caused the lights in his residence to flicker or caused the damage to the electric devices, and resulted in unreasonable service.

At the conclusion of his case, the Complainant requested that the Commission order the Respondent to credit his account and repair and replace his electric receptacles.  N.T. 64-66  I will address each of these requests in order.

With regard to the request that the Commission order the Respondent to correct the bills of the Complainant or credit his account, the Complainant presented no evidence at the hearing regarding what bills he contended were incorrect or violated the Public Utility Code or Commission regulations.  The Complainant has therefore failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent issued any incorrect bills to the Complainant. 

With regard to the request that the Commission order the Respondent to repair and replace his electric receptacles, I can find no provision in the Public Utility Code that authorizes the Commission to order such repair or replacement.  To be sure, the Commission may order a public utility to correct unsafe conditions that exist with its own facilities pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §1501.  However, the electric wiring and other electric facilities inside the Complainant’s residence are not public utility facilities as defined by 66 Pa. C.S. §102 since they are not owned, operated, or leased by the Respondent.  The Commission, as a creation of the General Assembly, has only the powers and authority granted to it by the General Assembly, as contained in the Public Utility Code.  Tod and Lisa Shedlosky v. Pennsylvania Electric Co., Docket No. C‑20066937 (Order entered May 28, 2008); Feingold v. Bell Tel. Co. of Pa., 383 A.2d 791 (Pa. 1977) The Public Utility Code simply does not grant the Commission the authority to order the Respondent to repair the Complainant’s electric receptacles in this case.

Based on the evidence produced, I conclude that the Complainant has failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the Respondent violated either the Public Utility Code or Commission regulations.  Since the Complainant has failed to establish the allegations set forth in his complaint, I will deny the complaint and enter the following order. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW



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



2.
Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §§332(a), the burden of proof in this proceeding is on the Complainant.



3.
The Complainant has not met his burden of proving that he is entitled to relief.  66 Pa. C.S. §§332(a) 
ORDER



THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the motion of Wilbert Thomas, filed June 22, 2011, requesting admission of the work authorization regarding his personal computer as an exhibit, is denied.

2.
That the complaint of Wilbert Thomas against Metropolitan Edison Company at Docket No C-2010-2163584 is denied.



3.
That the record at Docket No. C-2010-2163584 be marked closed.

Date:
July 12, 2011
______________________________



David A. Salapa



Administrative Law Judge
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