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Iidward T. O'Toaole
. : Docket No. C-20030854

Metropolitan Edison Company

OCT 08 2003
ORDER DENYING MOFION FOR MORE SPECIFIC PLEADI'\IG

Before
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On July 21, 2003, Edward T. O'Toole filed a complaint against Metropoiitan

History of the Proceedings

Idison Company. The complaint contains the following allegations’:

3. What is vdur complaint?

Pennsylvania Public Utilities C‘ommlwon should perform 1hc1r
"Mission”: Serve the Public

Wish an “In Person™ meet with the COﬁll’l’li‘SSiQﬂé‘f‘
This is NOT my First Comiplaint! STOP Cancellmg My Complamt'

4, What do you want the Public Unhty Commission to do
about, your complaint?

. Stop allowing the Utility(s) to WRITE Their own Tanfts.
2. Have the Tariffs written the English Language understood
by the General Public.

* The complaints and other pleadings that are quoted in full are reproduced verbatim,
All abbreviations. and spelling, grammar, and punctuatton errors are reproduced from the
originals, The complaint contains vertical writing in one margin. I have phm,d that in the

quoted material where it appears the author mrc*)dcd it to be.
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3. Hire People that; (1) can read & understand the tariffs and
clectricity

(2) have not "sold out” o the Utilny
companies ‘
4. The "Public” pays onty for that part that is defined as their
responsibility—NOT OUTSIDE their home! ,
5. Utilities are to CEASE & DESIST utility-caused
disturbances
6.  CEASE & DESIST Excess charges for duplications of
verbiage & "manipulated” meter "paddings” '

7. Stop the "Robotic" and "Prepared” cliché responses of your
“Puppet” employees & Use Common Sense.
8. Replace "Company Employees” with "Thinnking

employees" Sample: Because I have the POTENTIAL doesa't
mean 1t is In Use. Because | have lights in every room doesn't
mean they are all on 24 hr/day or even every night on all night.
Because [ have tools, [ don't use them all day, Because I have a
Electric Heater doesn't mean [ use it in July. Because there is an
A/C in the window doesn’t mean it "works.” One of your
Employees Seems to think these & says so!

9. If the Electric Company can't provide proper service w/o
irregularities, then they should provide Home Owner with UPS
type units for the Whole House :

10.  PAY For all equipment DAMAGED because of poor
electric quality service. (1 have Documented the damage is from
the "Utility"!)

Attached to the camplamr was a copy of the deciston of the Burezu of Consumer Services in an
informal complaint at BCS Docket No, 1331170, That document contained seiferal handwritten
comments apparently made by Mr. O"Toole. 1 will not quote that document, but simply note that
from the text of the document and Mr. Q"Toole’s comments, the informal proceeding appears to
concernt allegations of high bills. There is also an indication that a meter test was performed by
MetEd. |

Mr. O'Toole's complaint was served on MetEd. On September 2, 2003, MetEd
filed a motion for more specific pleading. In its motion MetEd averred that 1t was unable to

discern the factual substance of Mr. O'Toole's complaint. MetEd's motion was accompanied by a



certificate of service stating that it was served on Mr. O'Toole by first class mail on September 2,
2003, | ‘

By letter dated September 8, 2003, This case was assigned to me for a ruling on
MetEd's motion. Also on that date, the partics were informed of that fact by letter, and of the
right of the Complainant to file a response to the motion within 10 days of the date that the

motion was served.

On September 17, 2003, the Commission received from Mr. O'Toole a typewritten
document of seven pages to which are attached copies of the following documents: a letter dated
May 9, 2003; to Mr, O'Toole from the Manager of the Informal Complaint Unit of the Bureau of

| Consumer Services (BCS), and, MetEd's motion for more specific pleading, The latter two
documents have handwritten comments on them. This entire filing appears to be a response to
MetEd's motion for more specific pleading. 1 will not quote from the document, but note two
points. In the typewritten document, Mr. O'Toole appears to state that his complaint involves
three tssues: he alleges that he is receiving poor quality service from MetEd because the line to
his residence is sagging, because he is served by an old transformer, and because he is
expenencing excessive power fluctuations; he complaing that MetEd's tariffs are hard to
understand; and, he complains that he is being billed for more clectrietty than he t$ using. He also
alleges that the power fluctuations have damaged his appliances. Finafly, all of the documents
are replete with pejorative comments about MetEd and ifs employees and the Commiss:on and its
employees. These statements seem to indicate that Mr. O'Toole is dissatisfied with the manner in
which MetEd and BCS have handled his complaints.

[ also note that the seven page typewritten document appears to have been
~ prepared on a computer using multiple typefaces and font sizes, as well as varying margins and
indentations. In some cases, Mr. O'Toole changes typetaces and font sizes in mid-sentence, and

uses excessively small font sizes. It appears that most of these wrregularities were intended to




“convey emphasis to points that Mr. O'Toole was trying to make; whether they accomplish that

objective is debatable, but they do make the document difficult to read.

Discussion

A motion for a more specific pleading is a preliminary rﬁmion authorized by 52
Pa. Codg §5.'l 01{a)(4). In ruling upon such a motion, it is important to bear tn mind thata
complaint filed with the Commission is adequate if it gives the respondent notice and Oppon{inity
to def§x1d; it need not be drawn with technical accuracy. Green Cab Co. v. Hajucho, et a[,; 50
Pa. P.U.C. 745, 746 (1977). See also Re Miley Detective Agency, Inc., 55 Pa. P.U.C. 189, 192
(1981); Re Bickley’s Auto Express, Inc., 52 Pa. P.U.C. 133, 137 (1978). However, due process in
matters before the Commission requires that a party be afforded a reasonable opportunity to
know the nature of its opponent’s claims so that it can prepare a suitably TESPONSIVE ANSWer.
Honey Brook Water Co. v. Pa Pub. Util. C‘m;zm., 167 Pa. Commonywealth Ct. 140; 647 A.2d 653
(1994); Dw}ueme Light Co. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm , 96 Pa. Commonwealth Ct. 168, 507 A.2d
433 (1986). | 5

A motion for a more specific bieadingg under certain circumstances, is an
inappropriate response to a complaint in the nature of an appeal from a BCS decision in an informal
complaint case. If the basis of the complaint can be ascertained by reading the cdmplainrin
conjunction with the BCS decision, the respondent has sufficient notice of the nature of the -
complaint to prepare a defense. Brown v, The Bell Telephone Co. of Pa., Docket No. E-9245562
(order issued July 31, 1992); Barnes v. Pennsylvania Electric Co., C-881979 (order issued
September 14, 1988).

Here, the original complaint itself appears to raise three issues (leaving aside the
pejomtivc comments about the Commission and its employees): Mr. O'Toole claims to be
experiencing excessive power fluctuations; he complains that MetEd's tariffs are hard to
uxxdérstand; and, he complains that be is being billed for more é‘lc(;tricity than he is using.

However, the allegations here are general claims with no specifics. The informal complaint

-l -




® L

attached to the complaint dealt only with a billing dispute. Dri balance, I conclude that MetEd
wis justiﬁcd in filing its motion. On the other hand, Mr, O'Toole’s response to MetEd's motion
contains sufficient information about each of these claims that MetEd should be able to file a
‘response to it. It also expands the complaint somewhat by adding Claims that the linc to his
residence is sagging, and that he is served by an inadequate transformer. [lence, I conclude that
MetEd's motion is moot, and that MetEd should be directed to file an answer to the u)mp laint as

amended by Mr. O'Toule’s response, within 20 davs of the date of this order.

[ also will advise Mr. O'Toole to avoid pejorative characterizations of others in
any future pleadings that he files. The use of insult and invective does his case no good
whatsoever. Moreover, scandalous and impertinent material «: any pleading may be stricken

 from the pleading.

Finally, I will advise Mr, O'Toole that the Commission has a rule regarding the
preparation of pleadings:

§ 1.32. Form of documents.

(a) Typewritten, Pleadings, submittals or other documents filed in
proccedings, if not printed, shall be typewritten on paper cut or
folded to letter size, 8 to 8 1/2 inches wide by 10 1/2 to 11 mches
fong, with left-hand margin not less than | 1/2 inches wide and
pther margins not less than 1 inch, The impression shall be on only
one side of the paper, unless there are more than four pages, and
shall be double spaced, except that quotations in excess of a few
lines shall be single spaced and indented. Reproduced vopies will
be accepted as typc,wruten if copies are clearly legible,

Mr. Q'Toolc's typewritten response to Met};d does not wmp]y with this mle Because Mr.
('Toole 1s not an attorney, he should be given some leeway when it comes to such technical
rules. Nevertheless, he 1s now on notice of the rule. He should refrain from filing any more
pleadings wy an irregular form. While he may think that he is being clever, 1t 1s

counterproductive 1o needlessly irritate the people who will ultimately decide his case,



THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:
I8 That Metropolitan Edison Cc)mpan_ys Monon For A More Specxﬁc

Pleading 1s denied as moot.

2. That Metropolitan Edisor. Company shall file an answer to the complaint

as amended by Mr. O'Toole's response, within twenty (20) days of the date of this order.

3. That this case shall be set for heaning after Metropelitan Edison Company

has filed its answer. -

oae QB2 6, 2003 W@W
! '~ MICHAEL C. SCHNIERLE
Admmlstratwe Law Judge
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VIA HAND DELIVERY

James J. McNulty, Secretary Co ’ - RECE’VED

Pennsylvama Public Utility Commission

Commonwealth Keystone Building ; 0CT 9 7 2003
400 North Street, 2™ Floor |
: : ' SECRETARY'S BUREAU

Re:  Edward T. O'Toole v. Metropolitan Edison Company
Docket No. C~20030854’

Dear Secretary McNulty:
Enclosed please find an original and three (3) copies of an Answer and
New Matter filed on behalf of Metropolitan Edison Company in the above-referenced
- matter. This document has also been served on the parties of record as shown in the
Certificate of Service,
If you have any questions, please contact me.

Very truly yours,

RYAN, RUSSELL, OGDEN & SELTZER LLP
Matthew A. Totino, Esquire

Enclosures
MA':jab

- ¢ Asper Certificate of Service




RECEIVED

o OCT 2 7 2003
PRNARD R OO0 : PAPUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
v. t DocketNo.C-20030854  O-CHEIARYS BUREAU

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY

ANSWER AND' NEW MATTER OF METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY
TO THE COMPLAINT OF EDWARD T. O'TOOLE, AS AMENDED

TO THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION:
AND - NOW, Metropolitan Edison Cofnpany, ("Mct-Ed“ or the
B “(“fdmbany”), by and through its counsel, Matthew A.’Toﬁno and Ryan, Russell, Ogden
& Seltzer LLP, answers the above-captionéd Complaint pufsuzmt to Section 5.61 of this
Commission’s regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 5.61, as follows: DOCUM E N T
I Admited. FOLDER |
2. Admitted in pant and denied in part. It is admitted that the
Complainant is a residential electric customer of Met-Ed at Account No. I 00017738285,
Complainant's ailegation that the Company’s name is difficult to identify in the
Company’s tariff is specifically denied.
| 3 For purposes of this Answer, the several sentences of the
paragraph containing Complainant’s allcgations have been restated and answefréd as
ollows:! | : ﬂ ®@%} .
| | | | &gy

‘;s:},* Al

Q?’p 515
<5 gz @?

! Complainant’s averments and allegations have been re-stated neatly verbatim in the same or similar
fashion as they appear in the complaint as amended  Please note that because the averments and allegations
as restated in this answer have been bolded for clarity purposes, any bolded text from the complaint as
amended was, i tury, italicized 10 note the additional emphasis placed on these words and phrases m the ~
complant, ‘




1) The following is NOT meant to be derogatory; it is
meant to remind this Commission of its allegiance.
Incorrect: Public Urlity Commission. Correct: Public
Utility Commission. Thus far, after maintaining six
years in Pennsylvania, J have NOT found the above
fotlowed! ‘ '

. Denied.  The above statements do not contain any averments of
fact or allegations of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff by Met-Ed to which a
response is required.

2) The Commission is also reminded that the PUBLIC is
not an “attorney” NOT SHOULD THE PUBLIC HAVE
TO BE AN ATTORNEY!!I!IINIY Therefore, if this is
NOT the so-called “format” for this MOTION, bluntly
So What!!!

Denied. The above statements do not contain any averments of

fact or allegations of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff by Met-Ed to which a
respornse is required.

3) I sent my Met-Ed complaint to the “PUC” over a month
before it was “acted upon” and submitted to Met-Ed;
who [when I called to see if my complaint had been
received], 1 was told, Met-Ed had 20 days after
receiving to “respond.” ~ '

- Admitted in part and denied in part. Pursuant to the Commission’s
regulations, Met-Ed had 20 days from the date of service to file an answer to the
complaint filed with the Commission at the above docket. It is specifically denied that
Complainant sent his complaint to the PUC “over a month™ before it was served upon
Met-Ed. Complainant filed his complaint with the Commission at the above docket on or

around July 21, 2003, while the complaint was served upon Met-Ed on or around August

11, 2003,
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4)  However, I have been informed 1 have but 10 days to
respond to Met-ED “motion.”

| Admitted. Pursuant to the Commission’s regulations and as per
the Motion Judge Assignment Notice dated Septcmber 8, 2003, Complainant was |
informed that he had 10 days from the date of service of the motion to file a response.
5) Somehow, (to me) there seems to be a BIAS here! Met-
Ed has a bevy of attorneys available ---— The PUBRLIC
is “by themselves.” This (to me) adds to this Bias.
Denied. It is specifically denied that Met-Ed has a “bevy” of
attorneys available and that there is any “bias” here. Met-Ed has prbvided and continues
to provide safe, adequate,’;and reasonable electric service to Complainant, consi‘stem with
Met-Ed's existing r’etaﬂ electric service tariff, the Penﬁsy!vahia Public Utility‘Code, and
applicable regulations.  Furthermore, counsel has represented and will continue to
represent Met-Ed, consistent with the Pubhc Utility Code, applicable regulauons and
- Rules of Professional Conduct. To the extent that the above statements contain any
conclusions of law, no response is required.
6) Met-Ed knows the PUBLIC cannot possibly obtain
‘ “tangible” evidence (so does the PUC) —- but this
“tangible” evidence still appears to be needed! ‘
‘Denied. The allegation that Met-Ed “knows™ the “Public” cannot
obtain “tanglblc” evidence is speuf cally denied. By way of further answer, Met-Ed is
wnhout information sufficient to form a belief as to the Comm;ssmn s knowledge as
represented in the above statement. To the extent that the above statements do not
comam any avernients of {act or a llegations of a violation of any law, reguiatxon or tariff,

no response is required. To the extent that the above statement contains any conclusions

of luw, I‘m response is required.




7 PUC is supposed to invoke “common sense!® especially
~whit such “tangible” status, The PUC HEARING is
NOT a COURT-OF-LAW. The PUC is supposed to be

a “forum” for “the public,” and dispense JUSTICE!

To the extent that the above statements do not contain any
averments of fact or allegations of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff by Met—Ed,f
no response is required. To the extent that the above statements contain any conclusions
of law, no response is required.

8) FAL.SO: When reading the Met-Ed “tariffs,” it is
extremely difficult to understand just WHO the electric
company is! Within the “tariff,” so many DIFFERENT
companies are referenced!

Denied. Upon review and inspection of the relevant Met-Ed

- tariffs, the Company’s name is clearly marked in the upper left hand corner of each page

of its electric retail service tanff,

9) In  addition: IF  read carefully, there are
CONTRADICTIONS throughout! :

Denied.  Met-Ed’s Pennsylvania tariffs were prepared, filed,
approved, and implemented in accordance with the Public Utility Code, the
Commission’s regulations, and a‘ppl’ic’abfe law.

10)  If read carefully, it is very obvious that the electric

~ company wrote the tariffs to self-servingly benefit,

advantage and profit themselves. WHY IS IT THAT
THE PUC is allowing this to occur?22??

Denied. Met-Ed’s Pennsylvania tariffs were prepared, - filed,
approved, and implemented in accordance with the Public Utility Code, the
Commission’s regulations, and applicable law. - To the extent that any of the above
statements do not contain any averments of fact or allegations of a violation of any law,

regulation, or tariff, no response is required.

4




11)  Why doesn’t the PUBLIC service commission HIRE
competent, electrically-savvy people? It does not take a
“rocket scientist” to see the “self-serving biases”
throughout these “tariffs.”

Denied.  Met-Ed’s Pennsylvania tariffs were prepared, filed,
approved, and implemented in accordance with the Public Utility Code, the
Commission’s regulations, and applicable law. To the extent that any of the above
staterents do not contain any averments of fact or allegations of a violation of any law,

regulation, or tanff, no response is required. To the extent that the above statement
containg any cornclusions of law, no response is required.

12) = It also does NOT take an economics professional to

unmask “extortion” matrices especiaily when the “fee”
increases by the addition of an additional DIGIT! .
Though my USAGE has NOT INCREASED in any way,
my bill has increased: HOW? With the addition of a
“1” in front of what had been my total previous bill!!!

Denied. Met-Ed specifically denies that Complainant's bills are
incongistent with his electricity usagé, By way of further answer, the bills for electric
service at Met-Ed Account No. 100017738285 arc accurate. On April 7, 2003, the
Commission’s BCS issued a decision at No. 1331170 dismissing an informal complaint
filed against Met-Ed by Mr. O'Toole alleging excessive billing. In its decision, BCS
concluded that Complainant’s meter tested accurately within Commission accuracy
guidelines, which indicated that service was registering correctly on the meter. To the

extent that any of the above statements do not contain any averments of fact or

allegations of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff, no response is required,




13)  AND: my “service” has actually “deteriorated” instead
of modernized. ,

Denied. Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe,
adequate, and reasonable electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's
existing retail service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable
- regulations.

14)  The power-supply wires from the “road” to my meter
are 5000 old they sag so badly the farm combine barely
can pass under them; These power lines are probably
so “weather-corroded, conductivity is “hindered;”

Denied. Upon reasonable inspection by two Met-Ed engineets on
or about October 15, 2003, the referenced electric wires were found to be safe and have
adequate clearance from the ground. The wires do not cross the driﬁeway, and there is
sufficient access to the farm fields. By way of further answer, Met-Ed has provided and
continues to provide safe, adequate, and reasonable electric service to Complainant,

- consistent with Met-Ed's existing retail service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility
Code, and applicable regulations.

15)  The TRANSFORMER is of a 1946°s vintage. The
transformer supplying my property is grossly under-
powered; being 10 or 15 KW, It should have been at
least a 25 KW even in the 1970’s - I have been told now
40+ KW. - ' :

" Denied. The transformer servicing Complainant’s property is a 10
kva manufactured in 1963. Upon inspection by two Met-Ed engineers on or about
October 15, 2003, the condition of the transformer, pole, fuse, and grounding was found

to be safe and adequate. By way of further answer, Met-Ed has provided and cbnﬁnues

to provide safe, adequate, and reasonable electric service to Complainant, consistent with



e ®
Met-Ed's existing retaal service tariff, the Pennsylvania Pubhc Utility Code, and
apphcabk regulatxons
16)  Though “electrical usage”’ has geometrically increased
since the 1940’s, especially on FARMS, my “service”
has NOT been u upgraded. Why NOT???
Denied. Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe,
- adequate, and reasonable electric service to Complainam, consistent with Met-Ed's
existing'rctail service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, zmd applic‘ab‘le
regulations. Moreover, Complainant has refused to complijith‘ the Company’s
Comnﬁséion‘approved tariff provisions regarding the steps that a customer is required
take to obtain a service upgrade. To the extent that the above does not contain any
averments of fact or allegations of violations of an.y}'law, regulation, or tariff, no reSpbnse
15 required. |

17 Farms TODAY should be at least 60{) amp. 1 bave (a
weak and uneven 200 amp!) :

Denied. Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe,
adequate, and reasonable electric service to Complainant, -consiszeni With Met-Ed's
existing retail service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable
- regulations. Also, Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to form 2
belief as to the truth of the statements about electricity required for farms today.”

18)  When the transformer fuse “blew,” the truck does not
even have it on-board. Fortunately, there was one left
at the “shop.”

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knOwiedge sufficient to

form a belicf as to the truth of the above allegations and demands proof thereof, if

relevant, at hearmg Met~Ed further answers that the transformer servzcmg



- Complainant’s property uses the same fuses as the transformers that are currently
installed by the Company.
19)  Iam “responsible” for “cabling” from the meter in.
Mect-Ed wants me to pay from the road in and for the
cost of the trench.
- Admifted. On or about September 17, 2002, Complainant
requested a service upgrade to 600 amps. At the time of the request, Met-Ed’s tariff
- required a customer requesting service for more than 400 amps to install his own
underground service cable. Complainant refused to upgrade his service equipment,
refused to supply and install the cable, and refused to open a trench. ;
20)  Xam supposed to be in a “whirlpool” at Jeast TWICE

daily. 1 CAN'T DO THIS BECAUSE I don’t have the

“power.” 1 have told Met-Ed of this Medical Need '

MANY TIME, but it has been IGNORED! Met-Edis
required to provide the POWER. They’ve told me I have
to. '
Denied. Met-Ed has providéd and continues to provide safe,

adequate, and reasonable electric service to Complainant, COnsistent with Met-Ed's

existingretail service tariff, the Pennsylirania Public Utility Code, and applicable
regulations. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to
Complainant’s medical needs and demands proof thereof, if relevant, at hearing. To the
- extent that the above statements contain any conclusions of law, no response is required.

21) If 1 want to use the required-for-my-health whirlpool, I
- have to “travel,” which is “hurtful.”

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
form a belief as to the truth of the malters asserted in this averment and demands proof

- thereof, if relevant, at hearing,




22)  PUC do your duty!

The above statement does nol contain any averment of fact or
allegation of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff by Met-Ed to which a response is
required,

23)  Because of the lack of power, I cannot use some of the

farm equipment I should be using. This presents quite
a problem! 1don’t use the equipment as I don’t have
the “power” BUT Met-Ed states as I am not using the

equipment, I don’t need the power; This is a “catch 22”
but Met-Ed is the catch.

Deried. Met-Ed specifically denies that it is providing insufficient
power to Complainant’s property. Met}-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe,
adequate, and rcasonable‘ electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's
existing retail service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, éﬁd applicable
regulations. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to
the truth of the statements regarding Complainant’s use of the farm cquiprnent and
demands proof thereof, if relevant, at héaring. To the extent that the above statemenis do
not contain any averments of fact or allegations of a Qiolatﬁon of any law, regulation, or
tariff, no response is fequired.

24) I 'have much of MY wiring for the equipmentkk{N’! Can’t

use it because POWER NOT there. I even have the

additional “panel” but can’t activate this panel,
POWER not there.

Denied. Met-Ed specifically denies that it is providing insufficient
power to Complainant™s property. Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe,
adequate, and rcasonable electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's

existing retail service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable



‘regulations.  Any electrical problems that Complainant is experigncing are due most

likely due to faulty inside wiring and equipment.

25)  HaveN UMEROUS power fluctuations! Met-Ed says
“proveit.” I want the PUC to tell me HOW!

Denied. After reasonable investigation, Met-Ed has been unable to
confirm that Complainant is experiencing any voltage irregularities. Met-Ed has
provided and continues to provide safe, adequate, and reasonable electric service to
("‘ompiammt consistent with Met~Ed s existing retail service tanff the Pennsylvania
Pubhc Utility Code, and applicable regulations. To the extent that the above statements
do not contain any averments of fact or allegations of a violation cf" any law, regulation,
or tariff, no response is required.

26)  Have had much of my equipment and appliances “fail”
due to these fluctuation[s]. These fluctuations have
even PASSED THROUGH UPS units and destroyed
them. I have (had) eleven “Uninterruptible Power
Sources” - of which now only 3 work maybe. Each unit
cost: $1,800-2,200. Their demise: Continued Power
Problems. ‘

Denied. After reasonable investi gation, Met-Ed has been unable to
substantiate that Complainant is experiencing any voltage irregularities and speci‘ﬁcauy
denies that power provided by Met-Ed has caused any damage to Complainant’s
property. Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe, adequate, and reasonable

- electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's existing retail service tariff, the

Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable regu‘lations.

10




27)  Lights continuously “blink” or change brilliance, Many
of my fluorescent lights have FAILED because of the
Fluctuations. TVs continuously “show frames” around
the picture. VCRs continuously lose their programmed
recording time. Computers lose their data, sometimes
even the “saved” data; even crash. Met-Ed wants
tangible proof. HOW? I have had to have them

“serviced” and reprogrammed too-numerous times-to-
count.

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or kno‘\vlédge sufficient to
form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in these averments and demands proof
thereof, if relevant, at hearing. To the extent that the above statements do not contain any
averments of fact or allegations of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff, no
response is required.

28)  Security system — with its cameras — have fouled up and
required “‘repair,” should not occur. TV channel
amplifiers, which are usually non-destructible [except
by current problems] have frequentiy had to be

- recalibrated or replaced. Garage doors go up by their

selves and “remote-controlled” lights go ON by their
selves.

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in these allegations and demands proof
thereof, if relevant, at hearing.

29) These are only a few of the electrical [power] problems {

experienced. There is NO WAY all of these things

should happen by “normal” happenings = Common
Sense!

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
forma belief as to the extent of the electrical problems that Complainant allegedly has
experienced and demands proof thereof, if relevant, at hearing. By way of further

answer, Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe, adequate, and reasonable
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electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's existing retail service lanff the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable regulations. To the extent that the
above statemems do nét contain any averments of fact or allegations ofa viblatién of any
law, regulation, or tariff, no response is required.
| 30)  PUC: Tell me how I can “TANGIBLY? “prove”

this!!!!! Met-Ed KNOWS and USES THIS and the
PUC co-conspires!!!

Denied.  Met-Ed is without any independent knowledge or
iformation as to the occurrence and/or cauég of the electrical problems that Corplainant
iﬂlegcdly has experienced. By way of | fqrther answer, Met-Ed has provided and
- continues to provide safé, adeqﬁatc, and reasonable electric service to Cbmplainant,
consistent with Met-Ed's existing retaii service ian‘ff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility
| Code, and applicable regulationé. To the extent tfxat abo#e statements do not contain any
avémftents of fact or allegations vdf a violation of any law, regulation, or tariffby Met-Ed,
a responsé is not required. To the extent that the above statement contains any
~ conclusions of law, no response is réquired. |

31)  Just recently, I spoke with Steven D. Ward [Met-Ed
g Chief Engineer] concerning a recent occurrence:

Admitted in part and denied 1n part. Mr, Ward’s actual titleis
supervisor of regional engincenng for Met-Ed. It is specifically admitted that Mr. Ward
conducted at least two extensive conversations with Complainant about his e]eém’c
service; and in particular, about complaints of voltage irregularities and inadequate |
service. Mr. Ward advised Complainiam of what steps to follow if axﬁy future ‘vol‘tagck

[irregularities were to occur as there were none at the time of the call. Mr. Ward also
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advised Complainant of the requirements, processes, and procedures that were in place

for a service upgrade.

32)  The [15 amp] cireuit breaker on which T have a
microwave “plugged” suddenly “popped.” {I was
standing near it and heard 2 low “snap” just before the
“pop”) It “popped” every time a reset. Breaker itself
probably now “damaged.” I moved the microwave; it
now had a strange sound, but did not “pop” the
breaker. I tried the microwave at FOUR DIFFERENT
breaker outlets, No Pop!

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in these statements and demands proof

thereof, if relevam at heanng,

34)  Ithen [using a meter] checked the house current: The
VOLTAGE at several outlets read 88.8 volts for [after
several cycles seen] about 12-15 seconds, then jumped to
120+ volts, the plus was a fluctuation between 120.2 and
120.4 volts. After about 30-45 seconds, back to 88.8 volts
Jor 10-15 seconds. This ﬂuctuauon continned for almost
an HOUR.

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
-~ form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in these statements and demands proof
thereof, if relevant, at hearing.
35)  ALSO: my garage doors keep opening and my remote
lights keep going on. When I walked outside, I heard a
low frequency, intermittent hum, but 1 did not see a

“definite sparkling” but thought I could see an
intermittent faint “glow™ with the hum.

Denied. Met-Ed 1s without information or knowledge sufficient to
form a belief as to the truth of the matter asserted in this statement and demands proof

thereof, if relevant, at hearing.
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36) However, the next day, I saw something else. The tree

that is growing at the position that the electric pole
“support” (and a “ground wire”) enters the ground,

- THE LEAVES ON THIS TREE WERE SHRIVELED
and Dying!!!! This tree was over grown with leave, so
much so the wire was hidden; now, the leaves are gone
and the wire is very visible — the tree looks like leafless
winter!

Denied. Upon reasonable inspection by two Met-Ed engincers on

or about October 15, 2003, the condition of the transformer, pole, fuse, and grounding
‘was found to be safe and adequate. Furthermore, the Met-Ed engmeers saw no mdxcatlon
that the Company 5 fdcxhtms have in any way damaged Ihe tree referenced in the above
- statements.

37) I have attempted to contact Steven D. Ward several
times since — and even left messages; but have NOT
received any return calls or messages.

Denied. It is specifically denied that Mr. Ward did not return

Complainant’s phone calls regarding his electric service. Mr. Ward recently placed a
telephone call in response to a message left by Complainant, During this telephone call
that lasted nearly an hour, Mr. Ward advised that the “breaker trips” about which Mr.
0'Toole complained were evidence of an interal wiring and/or equipment problem.

38)  There is definitely something wrong with the
transformer servicing my home! Itis ONLY 10-15 kw

(200 amp). FAR TOO SMALL for any “farm” or my
need!

Denied. Upon inspection by two Met-Ed engineers, the condition
of the transformer, pole, fuse, and grounding is adequate, and the transformer is working
properly. By way of further answer, Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe,

adequate, and reasonable electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's
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existing retail service tanft, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable
rcgulatibns.

39)  PHASE TWO: My Bills Are Way Out Of Line!!{1!!!!

Denied. Met-Ed speciﬁcally, denies that Complamam’s bills are

“way out of line.” By way of further answer, bills for electric service at Met-Ed Account
No. 100017738285 arc accurate. The Complainant’s meter tested accurately within the
Commission’s accuracy guidelines, which indicates the service is registering correctly on
the meter,

40)  Upon purchasing this residence in Pennsylvania, 1
found several “flaws” with the electric service provided;
and so notificd the then-electric supplier ~ who

promptly and laxly ignored me. Several of these

“flaws” were: Supply lines that sagged to much;

“Transformer” was far too old; Transformer too small

for a “farm;” Supply wire to my meter showed [even

then} extreme “aging.” ,

Denied.  Met-Ed specifically denies that the electric service

- provided to Complainant is “flawed™ or that it has ““ignored” Complainant. By way of
further answer, Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe, adequate, and
reasonable electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's existing retail
service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable regulations.
‘Moreover, Met-Ed has had numerous contacts with Complainant concerning his electric

service,
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41) My electric bills were between $25 and $35/ month
(after I had moved my furnishings in). 1have NOT
changed or added anything “electrical” since OR used
any more electricity since! BUT: [after a few years] my
bills began to INCREASE — at the same time as the
“subscriber” was permitted to “elect” their own
“supplier.” MY BILLS ARE NOW $130-1 70/month!
WHY?
Denied.  Bills for clectric service at Met-Ed Account No.
100017738285 are accurate. The Complainant’s meter tested accurately within the
Commission’s accuracy guidelines, which indicates the service is registering correctly on
the meter. To the extent that any of the above statements do not contain any averments of
fact or aflegations of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff, no response is required.
To the extent that any of the above statements do nol contain averments of fact or
allegations of a viotation of any law, regulation, or tariff, no response is required.
42) My TOTAL ELECTRICAL USAGE HAS NOT
INCREASED and consists of: ALL of the below work
WELL on a non-designated 15 amp breaker:

Refrigerator Stde-by-side SI.S Kw/month

Refrigerator Freezer Below = 42.5 kw/month
 Refrigerator Freezer Below 47 kw/month

Refrigerator (compact) No Freezer 15.4 kw/month

Freezer Upright 54.1 kw/month

Dehuniidifier - - Cellar intermittent rsoning

Microwave ; Standard ‘used MAYBE 5x @ 4min/wk
- Copy Machine used MAYBE 8 min/mo 11A

Security System W. camera 2 amp/wk at max.

VCRs [recorded tapes viewed elsewhere] 4/day for 3hr or less

TV [though have 7, only watch ONF/time]1/day for 2-3 hr MAYBE

Computer 2-4hr/1-3 days/week MAYBE

Ceiling off-set fluorescent [12 w] light 1-3br/day MAYBE

Clocks 10 ALL but one battery operated

Air Compressor used MAYBE once/2/3 mo. 1 hp (14A) 2-3 min/use
Denied. Bills for calrecrric service at Met-Ed Account No,

100017738285 are accurate. The Complainant’s meter tested accurately within the
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Commission’s accuracy guidelines, which indicates the service is registering correctly on
the meter. With respect to averments ’rcgard’ing the individual appliances, Met-Ed is
without %nt‘ormation or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the rﬁatters
asserted and demands proof theréof, if relevant, at hearing.

43)  Ihave many other “electrical” appliances and
equipment =but=are NOT “in use” and hiaven't been.

Refrigerators X2 Washers | X2
Freezer X1 Dryers X2
Dehumidifiers X2 TVs X7

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted and demands proof thereof, if relevant,
at hearing,

44)  TOOLS: Have NOT used since coming to Pa. — most are
buried behind other stuff!

Table Saw Drill Press and mauny others
Denied. Met-Ed is without ihfonnaiion or knowledge sufficient to
form a beliel as to the truth of the matters asserted and demands proof thereof, if relevant,
at hearing.
45) This is mentioned because a certain (female) “Met-Ed
Representative” made this statement: Upon a “visit” by
her to “examine” my “appliance usage,” this ridiculous
statement: “Because there is the ‘potential,’ then the
electric VIUST have been used!”
Denied. It is specifically denied that a “Met-Ed Representative™
made the above statement to Complainant concerning potential versus actual electricity
usage, The Commission’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) decision dismissing

Complainant’s informal complaint filed at No. 1331170 did speeify that, in referencing
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the xmmero‘useicctrica{ appliances at the cfastomer’s prbperty, the poténtia! for the billed |
usage did exist.
46)  * Because my house is located at the base of a hill and at
the end of a “run” of other buildings, the “wind”
GUSHES through inte my house! ‘
Denied. The above statement contains impertinent information. In
any event, Met-Ed representatives do not recall whether Complainant's house is located
“at the baée of a hill” or “at the end of a “run” of other buildings.” In terms of the
statement about the “wind,” Met-Ed is’ withouik information or knowledge sufficient to
form a belief as to the truth of the matter asserted and demands proof thercof, if rdevant,
at hearing. | |

EXPLANATION OF USAGE OF THE ABOVE:

47)  ALL OF THESE APPLIANCES WERE BROUGHT

: FROM MY PREVIOUS HOME of which, this whole
farm house would fit in the living room and foyer of the
previous house! This is why there are so many

“duplicated” appliances and may had been used by our
kids.

Denied. The above statements contain impertinent information
and Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the tymth
~of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands proof thereof, if relevant, at
hearing

- 48)  REFRIGERATORS: are rarely opened and when they
are “open,” are opened “slowly” and it is for 8 VERY
short period of time [as 1 am the ONLY person here]
and I am NOT here much, rarely during the day].
When I do arrive [between 11-1AM at night], { am
more¢ interested in “going to bed” than “sitting
around!” I also usually “jeave” between 10-11AM &
eat out!

FREEZER: even more rarely Opened' mavbe
once/week for 10 seconds.
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- DEHUMIDIFIER: is NOT run’nitig continuousty - IS
“OFF” more than “ON”

MICROWAVE: the “usual” setting is to warm (a “Big
Mac,” ete.) at setting 1m23s@507. ‘

COPY MACHINE: Last year, less than 350 copies
made. Only used if needed 10+ copies made; If only a
few, they are made “elsewhere” for me.

SECURITY SYSTEM: “camera” activated by a
“motion sensor”; all through a “transformer”

VCRs These are set for specific channels, and all
channels are usually NOT “recording” at the same time
— but may “overlap” on occasion.

TVs Were in use by “the family” (including “the
children”) at the other house!

CEILING off-set fluorescent 12 watt] LIGHT: First
and foremost: I like Fluorescent Lighting; it is NOT
“yellow!” Every room is so lighted; frequently by a
“Remote” [less expensive than “wiring”] [as old farm
houses did not have light switches at “convenient”
places {such as at the doorways}]. Second: The power
fluctuations [bright and dimming] (here) “burn out”
incandescent light bulbs. Third: I don’t need much
light, as I am rarely home — and when [ am, my interest
is mostly “getting sleep.” also, if a fluorescent light is
place at the right position (side wall only inches from
white ceiling) a bright light is NOT NEEDED. the low
- wattage will light the entire room. IF I do need brighter
light, [ use a (15+15 watt) desk lamp ~ “on” when
needed, “off” when not. My parents taught: “When you
leave a room, turn off the light!” '

CLOCKS With the frequent “momentaries,” electric
clocks don’t keep accurate time; With the frequent
“fluctuations” in current, electric clocks lose time. I use
one electric clock to “indicate” electric variances and
“OutageS-” : B : .

19




:
[ R |

AIR COMPRESSOR: When I require “air” for (farm
equipment), I “fill” the compressor tank, then turn the
compressor OFF, T have surplus “air” in the tank for
the equipment. The (4’ upright) compressor tank :
“holds” the “pressure” for at least one month plus!

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in the above statements zind demands
proof thereof, if relevant, at hearing,
49)  As | have stated, MANY of these appliances were IN
USE at the OTHER “BIG” FARM house, and are not
only not in use here but not needed as: at the other
farm. We, all FIVE OF US, lived but new, ONLY ONE
lives here. The “children” have “moved-out” but took
very little. They (a) did NOT move to 2 “farm.” (b)
didn’t have room for much (¢) wanted “new(er)”
“stuff.” e ,

Denied. The above statements contain impertinent information

and Met»Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the truth

of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands proof thereof;, if relevant, at

~ hearing,

50) TOOLS: are MINE! If they want “tools,” They get or
lose their own! and did (even before moving).

Denied. The above statements contain impertinent information
and Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the truth
of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands proof thereof, if relevant, at

hearing,
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51)  PHASE THREE: MANY of my appliances have been
“corrupted,” “damaged” or burned by the quality of
electric power being supplied to me. TVs kave had
their “eircuit boards” burn; VCRs have had their
“functions” totally breached or destroyed; Incandescent
light bulbs have “flashed” and “burned-out” [even new
bulbs — thus - I den’t use “incandescents” now]

Denied. It is specifically denied that the electric service provided

o Complainant has been or is substandard or has caused any damage to Complainant’s

property. By way of further answer, Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe,

adequate, and reasonable clectric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's
existing retail service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable
regulations.

52)  |AND: as I arrive “home” VERY late, I don’t have
ANY lights on for even an hours] [I do NOT leave a
light ON when I am NOT in that room.|

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to

form a beliel as 1o the truth of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands

proof thereof, if relevant, at hearing.

53)  The garage door goes UP without heing “remote”
triggered; Certain “remote controlled” lights go ON
without being “remote” triggered. My “security alarm”

~ has been “triggered” when no “invasion” was immanent
~sometimes, I have been “on premises” home;

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to

form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands

proof thereof, if relevant, at hearing.
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54)  VCR pre-programmed programs have been
“terminated” prior to the programmed time (in the
middle of a recording session) (more than ene VCR and
all at the same “timing”); '

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to

~ form a belief as (o the truth of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands -
proof thereof, if relevant, at hearing.

55)  Ihave been working on the computer when, all of the
sudden, the computer “locks up” or “loses the material
and will NOT allow recover {it's GONE!!} or it turns
itself off. Not only is the “work” LOST but must be
recomposed. Sometimes, the computer has to be taken
for “re-programming”!!! ’

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to

form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands

proof thercof; if relevant, at hearing,

- 56) This does NOT make for a HAPPY CAMPER!!! This
definitely does NOT make for a HAPPY CAMPER!!!

Denied. The above statements do not contain any averments of
fact or allegations of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff by Met-Ed, to which a
response is required.

57)  The fluorescent light(s) dim or brighten or “blips”
[which really requires quite an electrical change] and
the TV picture develops a THIN non-picture area
around the edge or the picture “over-fills” and is
slightly “distorted” or “blips”

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands

proof thereof, il relevant, at hearing.




58)  1have been told that this problem is caused by ME; but
have NOT been told HOW? MAINLY because: there is
no way that [ can cause this!!!

Admitted in part and denied in part. After reasonable
investigation, Met-Ed informed Complainant any electrical problems he was
experiencing were due to internal wiring and equipment problems. To the extent that the
above statements do not contain any averment of facts or allegations of a violation of any

‘klaw, rcgulaiion, or tariff, no response is required.

59)  Attimes, I can HEAR strange noises emanating from
the transformer on the pole (45%) from my house. To
verify the antiquity of the “transformer” when the
“transformer” blew, the repair truck did not have one
and said did not carry those that old and hoped they
had one “back at the shop!” Upon their return, stated,
“This is the last one. Hope this one doesn’t “blow!”

Denied. Upon inspection by two Met-Ed engineers on or about
Ociober 15, 2003, the condition of the transformer, pole, fuse, and grounding servicing
C‘omplaxmm s property was found to be S'xfe and adequate. By way of further answer,
Met Ed has prov:dcd and continues to provxde safe, adcquale and reasonable clectric

- service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's existing retail service tariff, the
P’ennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable regulations. Met-Ed is without
information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the above
allegations regarding the antiquity of the transformer and fuse and demands proof
thereof, if relevant, at hearing, Met-Ed further answers that the transformer servicing

Complainant’s property uses the same fuses as the transformers that are current] y
mp P : !

instatled by the Company.
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60) PHASE BACKGROUND When I was in school,
“grants” were NOT easily obtained. I worked at every
job to get tuition! Because of this, I had to obtain a
variety of tools and experience! In alot of areas!
Denied. The above statements contain impertinent information
and Mct-»Ed_ 1s without information or know]edgc sufficient to form a behef as to.the truth
of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands proof thereof if relevemt at

hearing.

- 61)  Unfortunately for Met-Ed, they seem to have the
opinion that I am “mentally challenged” electrically.

Denied. The above statement is neither an averment of fact or
allegation of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff Therefore, no responsc is
required,

62) Met-Ed also seems to think that because they say -
someone was at my home, they were, Camera,

Denied. The above statement is vague and ambiguous and is
~neither an averment of fact nor allegation of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff.
Theref‘ore, no response is required,
63)  Met-Ed has also told me that an “estimated bill” had to
be issued as the meter reader could not get inside to
- read the meter. My meter is OUTSIDE!
Admitted in part and denied in part. Complainant’s meter was last

estimated on or around December 12, 2002. Complainant’s meter was last read on

October 9, 2003, and is read on a monthly basis.



64)  Error also occur as frequently, the meter is read with
the use of BINOCULARS from the truck.
Denied. The Complainant’s meter tested accurately within the
Cr}mniission’s, accuracy guidelines, which indicates the service is registering correctly 6n
the meter.

- 65)  This eca of my life’s experience is better explained and
verified PERSONNALLY at the hearing!

The above statement is not an averment of fact or allegation of a

violation of any law, regulation, or tariff to which a response is required.

66)  Met-Ed wants my electrical problems to be BURIED, so
the PUBLIC does NOT realize that this electric supplier
is “gouging” the PUBLIC, and Met-Ed is attempting to
use you to help them! '

Denied. It is specifically denied that Met-Ed wants any electrical

problems that Complainant may be experiencing “to be buried.” It is further denied that
Met-Ed, an electric distribution company, is “gouging” the public. Met-Ed offers electric
service in accordance with the rates, terms, and condition set forth in its tariff and in
accordance with the Public Utility Code, the Commission’s regulations. and applicable
law. To the éxten{ that above statements do not contfain any averments of fact or
allegations of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff by Met-Ed, no response is
required. To the extent that the above statement contains any conclusions of law, no

response is required.
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4, These sentences in paragraph 4 of the original complaint and on
the first page of the complaint as amended represent prayers for relief to which no
response is required. To the extent that these sentences contain any factual averments,

the truth of the matters asserted therein is denied.

NEW MATTER

5. Pafagraphs 1-4 of this Answer are hercby irxcorporated‘ by
reference as if set forth fully herein. | |

6 Upon review, the above -cdmplaim contains three primary
allegations: (1) poor service quality as Complainant allgges the line at h,i‘s’ residencé is
sagging, his transformer is too old, and he experiences excessive powér ’ﬂuctuaiions; (2)
excessive billing as Complainant alleges he is being billed for mofe élcctr_icity than he
uses; and (3) Met-Ed’s tariff is difficuli to understand.

7. On April 7, 2003, the Commission’s BCS issued a decision at No.
1331170 dismissing an informal complaint filed ‘against Met-Ed b)f Mr. O’Toole alleging
excessive billing, In 'its decision, BCS concluded that Complainant’s meter tested
“accurately within Commission accuracy guidelines, which indicated that service was
registering correctly on the meter. Moreover, a BCS investigator conducted a site visit
and noted that the numerous electrical appliances on Complainant’s property indicated
that the poténtia} exists for the billed usage.

8. In terms of service adequacy, Met-Ed has provided and continues
to provide safe, adequate, and reasonable electric Service»lo. Complainant, consistent with
Met~Ed‘s existing retail service tariff, the PcanaSylvania} Public Utility Code, and

applicable regulations.
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9. The transformer servici ng Compl.ainam’s property isa 10 kva
manufactured in 1963 and is thc same type of transformer used throughout Met-Ed's
~ service tcm‘tory. kUpon inspection Mct—Ed engineers Steven Ward and James T. Talley
| oceurring on or about October 15, 2003, the condition of the transformer, pole, fuse, and
grounding was found to be safe and adequate, and the transformer was functioning |
properly. |

10. On or about January 31, 2001 to around February 13, 2001, the
Company installed a voltmeter to record Complainant’s voltage, which was recorded as
normal. ”

1. Upon reasonable inspection by the two Mei~Ed eéngineers on or
| about October 15, 2003, lhé relevant electric wires were found to be adequate and have
adequate clearunce from the ground. The wires do not cross the ereWay, and there is
sufficient access to the farm fields. |

12, Any ,probleﬁls that Complainant is experiencing with his ’electricity
~are most likely due to faulty internal wiring and equipment and are not the result of
inadequate service delivered by Met-Ed. |

13, In fact, Complaiuant has refused to compl"y’with the 'Company’s
Cc)mmissiomapproved iariff_' provisions regarding service upgrades. On or about
Septcmbcr 17,2002, Complainant requested a service upgrade to 600 amps At the time
of the rcquest, Complainant was informed that Met-Ed’s tariff required a customer
requesting service for more than 400 amps to install hlS own undcrground service cable
- However, Complainant refused to upgrade his service eqmpment reFused to supply and

_install the cable, and refused to open a trench.
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14. Met-Ed asserts that its electric retai) service tariff is lawful in all

- respects. Met-Ed’s tariff was prepared, filed, approved, and implemented in accordance

with the Public Utility Code, the Commission’s regulations, and applicable law,

15, At all times rclcvam to this Compiamt Met-Ed acted reasonably :

“and in accordance with its existing rctaxl tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code and

the Commission’s regutations,
WHEREFORE Metropolitan Edison Company hereby requests that the

Complaint of Edward T. O’Toole be dismissed with prejudice.

Respectfully submitted,

Dated: October 27, 2003 7”70%& J s
: ‘ Matthew A. Totino “W
‘ RYAN, RUSSELL, OGDEN & SELTZER LLP
800 North Third Street, Suite 101
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17102-2025
(717) 236-7714 ;

Attorneys for
Meftropolitan Edison Company

RECEIVED

OCT 27 20M

i mf“(\N
PUBLIC UTILITY COM: A
PA SECRETARY'S BURERU
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Edward T. O Toole
Docket No. C-20030854

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA )
. . 88,
COUNTY OF BERKS )

Rosalyn E. Strassner being duly swom according to law, deposes and says that she is the
Business Analyst-Compliance for Metropolitan Edison Company (“Met-Ed”); that she is
authorized to and does make this affidavit for it; and that the facts set forth above are true and
correct to the best of her knowledge, information and belief and she expects the said Met-Ed fo

be able to prove the same at any hearing thereof, (g

Résdlyn E Strassner

Sworn to and subscribed before ,
me this 25*“day of August, 2003.

RECEIVED
(/77/4/4/7%/ A, vé/m | v | 0CT 27 2003

Notary
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
SECRETAHY S BUREAU

Melnnie A. Han, Nomfy Public
Muhtenbesg Twp., Bedu
My Com:mwon Hxpirex Peb. 12,
Member Penmywanmm;odaﬁmmmhs
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BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVAI\IA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
EDWARD T. O‘TOOLb
V. ' Docket No. C‘20030854

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY

CERTIFICATE OF 'QF'RVICE

1 hereby certify that I have thzs day served a true copy of the Answer and
New Matter of Metropolitan Edison Company upon the individuals listed below, in
accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54 (relating to service by a
participant).

‘Service by Hand Delivery, postage prepaid, addressed as follows:

James J. McNulty, Secretary
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Commonwealth Keystone Building

400 North Street, 2" Floor

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Scrvice by First Class Mail, postage prepaid, addressed as follows:
Edward T. O'Toole |

13152 Rennoll Road
Glen Rock, PA 17327

Dated: October 27, 2003 Wo/mwa ! /a&/w
: Matthew A. Totino
RYAN, RUSSELL, OGDEN & SELTZER LLP
800 North Third Street, Suite 101 '
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17102- 2025
(717) 236-7714 |

 Attorneys fbr ;
Metropolitan Edison Company

RECEIVED

O0CT 27 2003

~ PAPUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
SECRETARY'S BUREAU



BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY C
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However, I have the Const)tunonal “right” to represent myself; and, this "judiciary” }xa.s the re.spa:m@gz to cggdon
1}:1.¢Jua'zmw*y has NOT been granted miy powers with which 1o demareate the equality of the citizen aionpm‘ea’ toone
“enrolled” by ’permzmon granted” of a styled vogue 1o so-represent the “éx‘r’izemy"i The CITIZEN is the POWER!

LE you were to seek “health” counsel, you are not refused or admonished for not bx&uifng the ie‘cfvzicaf temunQIogy of your
xIInéss nortold to return when Yyaou are not exposing me to either your illness or lack of medicol treatment bzmvleﬁge

Instead, I greet you and listen as you tell me IN VERY POORLY DESCRIPTIVE LANGUAGE of "your 'sxcbze.s's

The last time I rentember, there is only ONE GOD =and= he is no longer in “kaman” form.
Though, for quite some nme, “courts” which I have beheld, have presented themselves as such, and Iauyers as Apostles,
If this offends, so be it ~bur- I belteve I still hove the right to my opinion!

especially in Pennsylvania.
My previous written presentation was meant to “clarify”, using print sxze &s degree of ixﬁponance or clarification.
Sinee recetving your rebuke. | asked (double-digit) number of individuals fof all intellectual levels] ifit was difficult to read
The response(s) was: *“For the first few lines; then, (they) figured out the purpose (by themselves).”
~ The “Purpose™ ‘Eliminates need for “footnotes” or “nacration”, & need to “flip™ to search out the location of said footnote,
in other words. the “footnote” is physxcaliy placed at the site rather than at a “foomote reference code™,
As many fooxrwtes or “narrations” are seldom "read”, this method allays such cumbrous exertion.
Asforme: Ihave besn using that format for decades - with NO complaints; even been told, it helped to re-locate specifics.
Why do T get the impression that: it doesn’t mattef whether the data is correct as long as it is written according to “rules™?

1t doesn't matter if JUSTICE is served, but, the prevailing decision is rendered favoring the most disciplined presentation

Such a "*prc:écntation”has been rendered [and legel “loops™ have been “leapt™] by Met-Ed in their response
. aslseeit]

These “Joops” are forged by “RHETORIC™ -and- do NOT answer the question(s) asked!
I have had LOTS OF TROUBLE with my computer(s) BECAUSE of the “electrical service™ supplied;

I have UPS (uninterruptible Power Source) units ON-LINE with my computers, but the power problem passes through*
NASA says I'm RIGHT!

TKNOW why! but Met-Ed states T am WRONG!
AND: several of these are NOW “defective™ - because of the flawed power service supphed!

Met-Ed has REFUSED to co-operate with e elephons s 10 nstall BURIED CABLE@ E U M E N T
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vs Docket No. C-20030854

METROPOLITAL EDISON COMPANY \OCKETED '

FEB 2 4 2004

 FIRST AND FOREMOST:
Thiz Complatut definttely should IN NO WAY be “DISMISSED” in any form!
contrary to the final “wherefore” and “hereby” proffered by “Metropolitan Edison Company™;
especially as the “complaint” was rendered toward “Meg-Edn} rioesce vithio below
it is IMPOSSIBLE to answer almost all of my questons wiﬁ1 the same answer [rhetorical phrase]!

WHY 15 this court allowing such response(s)?  Met-Ed needed “mnore time™ 1o r&pond tlmsly?
Met«hd had twice-as-much time as 1 hnd been given.

Though my questions were written in ENGLISH, it would appear Met-Ed’s “mo&xer-tongue” is not English,
Met-Ed “avers” my clmm has no bases, and uses as their “bases” that no tangible proofis offered, knowing full well
- one can NOT give TANGIBLE PROOF of an INtangible commodity.
' Especially whext that “wrtmddity” is CONTROLLED by the one requesting the physiéal appcaranée of the commodity. -
Example One canNOZ‘ show that a hight bulb is burned-out by ﬂtpping a swf!ch when that “switch” ts controlled elsewhere.
. W *condition” is “sporadic”, one cartNOT have the “condition” perform “on cue™  esp. when the “cue™is given elsewhere.
| IF: the “thetoric” elicited by Met-Ed is “legally acceptable™, then [maybe] this Comﬁxission should evaltuate the accuracy of

the “law™ as it should be written o protect the PUBLIC, fand NOT provide the utility with a “life-boat™ from which to abuse).

When the answer to a quesnon is simply the single word “admitted”, just what is bcmg “admitted™?

Twould think that the person reading should NOT have o reference several other documents to *understand™.
“This was the “complaint” of Met-Ed conceming my submission. | Good for the govsel good fot the gandett

The Company’s name 1S diffieult o identify within the tarifflYour Honor should re-visit these tariffs and read
totally; and, jt will become clear fhat. the cornpany identified changes back-and-forth ~ Justas I stated! ' |
This is demonstiated eveit within their response.
The complaint is rendered aganst “Met- Ed", but the heading 15 “Mcu'opohtan Edison Comparzy” refirenced e bove
Within the tanffs, there are further such refetences to other “companies”. & 1o place is there inclusion propeﬁy addressed!

If I were to write accorcimgiy, { would be chargea‘ with "malpractice” and "drummed out of the profession”!
a “eold” lize comnion cold”, pneumonio, and the “fiu” are NOT the samell!

IGLUMENT




Mf)hff nf ths * gn»;r’nmmu ‘vinmad ave FXACTLY the Yenme®!  busy szé tariff reats them as such!

iy S

| W,’zaf ¢ are the Comm:mon s regulanam readers™ when this dupery is being perpetrated?
Whtinike . . 15 foomote “1™ “averriﬁg”‘??? It seems to LEGALLY ettempt to confiise -& MY questions were 272
Ryén, Russell, Ogden & Seltzer LLP appear to be attempting to conflse this complainant, in thaM coples of page one were
sent to complamant as if they were continuities of RRO&S s response. 4 waste ofcomplémam 's time (reading & sorting}!
lpuge 2; item 1] “Denied  the above statements do nof contain any averments of fact o d[legatians’ of a violation of
oy law, regulation, or .lmﬁlzyfv{et-ﬁ'd to which a response is required.” '

# omplainkn confinysion BU I a defintte rerunder to the court who this court is “commissioned” to “heip"' Thus: response 1S needed,

fitem 2] The “typo” misspelling of the word “NOR" as “NOT" is definitely, to any literate person, OBVIOUS!
‘The response given, however, is definitely “rhetorical” and {in the language of f‘goécmment“} BOILER-PLATE!
REMINDER (to both Mer-Ed & the Commission): “PUBLIC” should NOT be expected to know your “language™ = as the
PUBLIC 60&3 NQT expeet YOU to know THEIRS {&1do NOT expect you to know mine ~but- Met-Ed apparendy expects
either “the public” to kaiow ~or- to “befidle” “the public” with “razzle-dazzle™ vemacular).

{item 3] “pursuant to the Commission s regulations, Met-Ed had 20 days from the date of. service™
but Met-Ed extended that time by submitting an “interim™ format, stating could not understand cémplainmu’s submission.

WHY did Met Ed’s attorney’s need the additional time when their subsequent answers were thetorically repetitious?
and still not responsive to the question(s) asked?

Complanant’s thinking. 1f Met-Ed “confuses™ with rhetoric the complanant, snd complanant does not tmely follow-through,
PUC san ignore the compiahant’s«' complaint  =&= Met-Ed is “off-the-hook” again!

{Page 3 item 4]  There appears to be a BIAS, of which neither Met-Ed nor PUC has addressed:
20 days for Utility torespond 10 days for Public torespond ~ UNFAIR ADVANTAGE!

fitern 5 “Itis specifically denied that Met-Ed has a "bevy” of attorneys ... ,

“This complainant may be misguided, bat: a “representation by Ryan, Russell, Ogden, Seltzer, plus “para-legals”
the fast ume | counted thus consututes a“LARGE GROUP”, which, as defined in several dliferéuf authored dictionaries,
15 defined a5 “BEVY™ my cunmes o e desomarme e .m ¥ deneea COUId it be that this “bevy™ is implying this “court” is unlettered?
“PUBLIC™, tholygh inferred pleural, is frequently [herein] singular! |

“‘Met-Fd has pr(mded and coritiniues to provide safe, adequate, and r:ascmable electric service |
consistent with Met-Ed’> existing tetail electric service tanff.”

Dissection of thls smtement”‘ “Met-f—:d” but the “Defendant” is Metropolitan Edison Company, NOT Met-Ed!
* has provided” = That fact may be true — some decades ago!!!il My service is 60 years old!
60 years ago: NO TV, NO Jet engines, NO Mictowave ovens, NO ...(U get the pt)
*,_.continues to provide™ = exactly that which ‘was provided (to this residence} 60 years ago!
“...safe” = NOT whenit DENUDES my tree, NOT when the wites SAG, NOT ...(U get the pt again)
“..adequate” = That's what this complaint is partially conceming! 1 canNOT use rauch of TODAY'S




electrical products [including a medimﬂy—needed whirl-poof] because “supply” INadequate
CanNOT “bake” & “000k” at the same time -or- MAIN breaker snaps! NOT inside wiring!
* reasanable” = NOT when my USAGE has NOT increased, but my BILL HAS: TEN-FOL_D!
The supposition that the POTENTIAL is there, doesN*T CUT IT!
‘ My “potental” was “forwarded” from a location that provided 800 amp service
My “potential” has had its “legs™ out at the HIP! a5 such, potential of crutches, still not able to “walk™
IN ADDITION: Ask ANY “PUBLIC™ concemning BOTH their efficient supply & cost!
BUT BEFORE DOING SO: bring yous fire extinguisher (for your ears).
"...consistent with ... exasting retail electric service anff” = two queries within this staternent:
What is meant by “RETAIL” & Why was this word employed? 1 am not “retail”!
Question the inclusion of “existing”. ~ This indicates (to me) that MET-Ed KNOWS!
and: does NOT want to REVISE, even though it is in DRASTIC NEED of such!
WHO‘WRO S these “tarifs™  More Importantly: WHY wasn’t competentlty REVIEWED by PUC
EVEN MORE IMPORTANTLY WHY haven’t these tariffs been MODERNIZED
MODERNIZED to benefit the PUBLIC, not the POWER COMPANY?277?

“no response is required” = isapileof..........0 and, I would hope that this PUC officer KNOW THIS!
IF Met-Ed were to “respond”, any response would corroborate the tenants of my #51

The PUC 1 mmandated to PROTECT THE PUBLICI
PUC should be ashamed of themselves for allowing Met-Ed’s RHEPORICAL responses — both at this hearing AND publicly!
litem 6] “The allegation that Met-Ed “knows” the “public” cannot obtain “tangible” evidence is specifically
dended .
. BUT: Met-Ed does NOT state the “tangible evidence” to bepresented‘ WHY NOT? BECAUSE: Not Tangible!
Mel&i& contnugs by stating: “Mer-Ed is without information sufficient to form a belief us 10 the Commission’s knawletfge as
represented in the above statement.  Met-Ed may be accurate as to the commission’s
knowledge {&. if [ were the PUC, 1 would teke offence to the indication that the PUC is not
intelligent enough to “know” the intangibility of clectncmy},
-BUT- Met-Ed, themselves, KNOW “electricity” is an INtangible enﬁty'
and: by there “rhetorics” herein, subliminally [*below-the-radar™] admt to this FACT!

*no response is required” = BECAUSE: IF responding, Met-Ed would have to ADMIT “non-tangibility™t

In'The Interest Of Engenden’ng A Continuation Of Physically hurdling Between my submission and that of Met-Ed,
the “mecdotéd“ Met-Ed presmt’aﬁbn will now be submitted in place of a volurinous reiteration of that being “dissected™ ‘
Should this not be satisfactory [to the PUC), inform me thus & the ubove type “dissection™ can be submitted.

HOWI;\/}ER this Complamam would like to remind PUC that COMMON SENSE should prevau'

Please take note of Page 18, mid & Page 23, bottom!
NOT allowance to Met-Ed - Metropolitan Edison Company e eve 10 respond in non-responsive rheloric!

It1s also requested that Met-Ed * Metropolitan Edison Company be compelled to RESPOND pertinently to each |
question posed by Complainant, and NOT with the rhetorics so flagrantly scribed, | |
QOTHERWISE, Complainant’s qh&st, for information has been not only “side-roaded : side:tracked” but PREVENTS PROPER
- PRESENTATION at [or prolongation of] HEARING! | |
Mer-Ed RAPIDIy asked for “penalties™ when Claimant was (falsely) “acbgzsea’ * ofnot FULLY responding to their queriesll!

“This claimant-petitioner asks for “penalties” from Met-Ed for the dupery attempted against all “public”
~ | ~ ~ 4
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““)
\ m the 1940' {the era of the installation of the electrical service to my reszdence)

Inthe 1970°s (the era of the granting of my right-of-way servicing my residence)
Inthe {990's tthe era i which | mherited thus anbquated, insufficient service) :
much was DIFFERENT!

AsT{and you, & ALL of 1J8] am now living in the 21* century with 21* centwry tethnolcgtes (& electrical needs)
and electronies, and paying 217 century fees for electricity {service), 21% century electrical service should be supplied! ,
es demands have greatly changed! The 200 amp service was definitely adequate in 1940 as at that time, lighting & radio and
fans were basically the only things constantly using electricity —but- no where near adequate nowl as aimost every

“gonvenienice item” is electrically “driven™. it 1940, homes had usually ONE radio, in 2000, homes have No radios, BUT' i

My farrn has undergone marny wiring modifications since 1940 = my farm didn’t even have electricity when built [1884].
My farn has undergone niore wiring modifications since 1970 = Met-Ed (& its predecessors) have made NO CHANGE!
Met-Ed, etc. CLAIM of withun their tariff, they are ADEQUATELY supplying HOW?
Today’s farm cannet function on 200 Amp service! Most present hames have a hard time with only 200 Armp service,
The year 1070 was less than 3/4" through the 20® century and the demand exceeded the supply; how, then, can 200 Amp be
appropriate now that the 21 century 15 with us? Even 800 Amp will soon be “antiquated™ The current TARIFF is annquated'
1 have been eecused of having inadequate and antiquated and defective intenal wiring. This is & bunch of ...
1, personally, have had the electnical service within evaluated Jfor “Defects”} AND IMPROVED! When the “supply” was '
extended to this farrm, there was ONE FUSE for the entire of the house — no electricity for the famm buildings.
Since that time, a nowr defunct “fse dlock” was installed; since that time 1 “small” “Breaker™ box replaoed the “fuse block™.
Met-Ed’s predecessor made NO UP-GRADE!
*m oie stmadt bredkes box {* T)rc&crs are NOT a “1940™ comumodity ] has been AUGMENTED by TWO0-40 breaker boxes?
, Met-Ed’s predecessor has made NO UP-GRADE!
Cmiv about 30 tof the 100+ breakers can be utilized ~and- those mostly 15 amp capacity. & this is “taxing™ the service!
Met-Ed’s predecessor still has made NO UP-GRADE!
IF my furnace (blower) comes on, I can NOT have my microwave on and use my can-opener at the same time; the microwave
breaker “pops™ off’ « fur twoteasort: (1) the microwave draws 12.8 amp, spiking to 14.2 amp when “cycling”,
(2) the furnace (ou; injector motor, when oommg on, “spikes™ at the 200 Amp, and the “lower™ breaker “*pops” (that being the
microwave br‘*akcr) IF I were to “think™ of using any one of mv (ﬂoox—modcl) power tools, | would have to tum OFF the
furnace. This "blows” the “POTENTIAL" theory “all-to-... It also “blows” the “adequate service™ statement.
My erlPool {medically needed) canNOT possibly be uscd as it slone requires 50 Amps!
WHEN this 1884 famm-house was “electrically wired”, electricity was used only for “lighting™. That [two-wire]
waring has long-since been REPLACED! The “winng™ mn this 1884-built farm-house now hss a “plastic” coated 3 wire, [Tar-
~ coated fabric wrapped wire was replaced totally in the marketplace in the 1980's.] This “sort-of-kind-of” negates the Met-Ed
contention of poor & inadequate wiring! Met-Ed is still supplying my home with the CORRODED 1940"s wire!
Lising the premise of Met-Ec, the “culprit™ for poor electric is Met-Ed, as they are still supplying through 1940s equipment,
1, the “modern-day consumer™ i sttempting to fly the super-sonic jet plane using the V-2 “buzz-bomb™ engine!
Using what Met-Ed calls “adequate electrical supply™ to operate today's “normal household apphiances™
15 like Lindbergh attempting to race the Concord from the United States to Europe!
"hongh tri-wheel tractors may still be used, very few farmers use them —&- tractor is now squipped with cab, A/C, mdm ete.

1n the 15405, automobiss weie wapidly destroyed driving at 40 raph for 50,000 miles; NOW: 80-90 mph is OK for 200,000 mi.
Can you imaging carrymng & “cell phone” with a rotary dal? In the 1970s, even & “cell phone™ was &« DREAM!
The police 1950s “call-box™ has been replaced with “individuahized personally catned™ two-way radio with many “statons”!

In) 040, the “home” had ONE radic {TV wes a DREAM); in 1960, the “home” had ONE *black-&-white” television;

L1 1980, the “home” nught liave TWO televisions ~one of which was probably *black-&-white™~and- NO VCR; & one phone.

in 1990, the “home" had many TVs, ALL color, and several VCRs {depending on how many children were in the home} and

usually “Hi-Fi™in each chﬂd~room as well as one computer, In The Year 2000, WOWH! & 200 Amp doesn’t “cut it"]
This is 2003 and I still have 1940s 200 Amp service

IF Lwere te still have children “ct home™, T can’t even imagine the “feuding™  and the elcctnc need has NOT even “peaked”!

Can you wnagine how differently the Second Wold War would have been fonght if 21* century technologies wcre availsble?
Think of how many soldiers died PARACHUTING when they could be AIR-LIFTED by HELICOPTER to thelr déstination!
Think of the fact: night is day with “rught-vision™ glasses!  Observation plane losses need not occur with *Spy-In-Space™
More Horrendous: How the war waith Iraq would be chariged if we were restricted to the 1940°s (even 1970s) technology?
1940°s & Korea-time, TELEGRAPH, using “clicks” was used to transmit “written” messages, fo specially equipped locals;
NOW: almost EVERY HOME can “receive” WRITTEN messages, even pictutes, by way of “FAX" [even from cell phones]
Why, then. does this commission allow the CLAIM that 1940s electrical supply is adequate for 2600's technelogy??77?
5



Even the Met.lid personnel carry cell phiones; and use them when calhng the public to inform thm’n’k that, as theré 15 NO
PROBLEM with still using 1940°s Met-Ed antiquated equipment & supply, the PUBLIC should be happy with the 20 century,
antiquated supply ~ even if it is INSUFFICIENT for today’s technologically sophisticated appliances!

It is inembent upon this Commission to instruct, NO, mandate this so-claimed modem electric company to become

MODERN  and: supply me with 217 century “amperage”, especially as tiiere isa definite MEDICAL NEED for such!
ALSO: instruct Met-Ed to “cease & desist” the chicanery they are employing to extort funds not due & in the process of so

doing, destroying our 21* century electronies!  This chicanery was also disclosed on NBC TODAY on November 1@ 9:AM!

One other that should be commanded. Cease & Desist attempting to coerce those with electrical knowledge 10 sgree with the

_premise put forth by Met-Ed that “customers” are “ELECTRICITY-STUPID™

MY NEEDS ARE SIMPLE: Supply me with the (21" century] 800 Amp service that a farm of my size requres;
Supply this seﬁ'ice as LTI‘{DERGROUND, [as the “method of choice” within ALL uﬁﬁ‘cy comparies NOW ]
&. do it poste-haste as the telephone service is watting - & sois my MEDICAL NEED!
Remove the 60-year old poles. which net only show théir age, but’as all aged, are “bent”
Stop augmeuﬁng the electricity wed & hiding charges using ambiguous & duplicitous language.
This “installation” should be atno cost to me as: |
the [antiquated] Tariff {even] provides for ADEQUATE AND SUFFICIENT ELECTRICAL SERVICE

the tiine and fiustation Mei-Ed has caused me -as well as- - there is a MEDICAL NEED
thus: ADEQUATE & SUFFICIENT is NOT being SUPPLIED!

 ALSO: The TARIFF should be REwritien to today’s needs =&= to benefit the PUBLIC =&= NOT by Met-Ed!

=2 / D,
Edward T. O Toole | k

13152 Rennoll Road
Glen Rosk, Pennsylvania
17327 .
7 2359366

November 12, 2003
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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

'EDWARD T. O"Toole

vs Docket No. C-20030854

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY
“CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Tames I MceNulty, Secretaruy
Pennsylvania Public Utility Comumission
Comnonweulth Keystone Building

400 North Street, 2™ Floor

Harrisburg, Pennsvivania 17120

1 hereby certify that 1 lave (his day served a true copy of @ Response To Answers & New Matter

‘upon the Metropolitan Edisort Company and its attomey(s), [presumably] in accordance with the requirements,

Ryan. Russell, Ogden & Seltzer LLP
800 North Third Sweet. Suite 101
Harrisburg, Pernsylvamia  17102-2025

Edward T O'Toole
13152 Rennoll Road
Glen Rock, Pennsylvania
17327

T¥7 2359366
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| RyaN, RusseLL, OGDEN & SELTZER LLP
S - ' Surte 101
- h 800 NoptH THIRD STREET

2 HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17102-2025 WYOMISSING OFFICE

H N Surre 330

= Tasewone: (717, 2367714 S35 Soresiiis BovLEass
< Bwswue (717 2367816 ot P
3 Www RYANRUSSELL.COM 19610.1727

3 October 27, 2003 ' ;

TELEPHONE: (6103 3724761
Facsipz:  (610) 3724177
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VIA HAND DELIVERY

James J. McNulty, Secretary

- Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Commonwealth Keystone Building

400 North Street, 2™ Floor

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

v

& ASipsLS GivED JAF

Re:  Edward T. O'Toole v. Metropolitar. Edison Company
Docket No. C-20030854

*2

Aa?‘ Newa e

A

Dear Secretary McNulty:

3 Enclosed please find an original and three (3) copies of an Answer and
New Matter filed on behalf of Metropolitan Edison Company in the above-referenced

matter. This document has also been served on the parties of record as shown in the
Certificate of Service.

- If you have any questions, please contact me.
Very truiy yours,

RYAN, RUSSELL, OGDEN & SELTZER LLP

Matthew A. Totino, Esquire
Enclosures |
MAT:jab

o4

As per Certificate of Service
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METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY

ANSWER AND NEW MATTER OF METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY
10 THE COMPLAINT OF EDWARD T. O'TOOLE. AS AMENDED

TO THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION:

AND | NOW, Metropolitan  Edison Compariy ("Met-Ed”  or ‘\the
“Company”), by and mrough its counsel, Maﬁhew A; Totino and Ryan, Russell, Ogden
& Seltzer LLP, answers the above-captioned Complaint pursuant to Section '5.61 of this
CcmmiSSion’s regxuaﬁbnsx 52 Pa. Code‘§ 5.61, as féliéws:

L. Admitted. | |

2. Admitted in part and Senied in part. It is admitted that the
Complainant is a residcntial eleétric customer of Met-Ed at Accourit No. 100017738285,
Complainant’s allegation that the Company’s name is diﬁﬁcﬁl‘t to identify in the
Company’s tariff is specifically denied. |

3 For purposes of this Answer, lhe several sentences of the
paragraph comaining Compiainant"s allegations have been restated and answe%ed _as‘

follows:'

| Complainant's averments and allegations have been ré-stated nearly verbatim in the same or similar
fashion s they appear in the conplaint as amended. Please note that because the averments and allegations
23 restated in this answer have been bolded for clarity purposes, any bolded text from the complaint as
amended was, in turn, italicized to note the addifional emphasis placed on these words and phrases in the
complaint, ' : ‘ S




e ®
, BEFORE THE |
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
EDWARD T. O'TOOLE |
| o . DocketNo C-20030854
METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY ' |

'ANSWER AND NEW MATTER OF METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY
- TO THE COMPLAINT OF EDWARD T. O'TOOLE. AS AMENDED

TO THE PENNSY‘LVANL& PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION: -
AND NOW, Metropolitan Edison Comi‘:anyk ("Met-Ed" or ths
- “Company™), by and through its counsel, Matthew A. Totino and Ryan, Russell, Ogden
& S‘eltzer LLP, answers the above-captioned Complaint pursuant to Section 5.51 of this |
(:orrﬁnission’s regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 5.61, as follows: | |
1. Admitted.
’2‘ Admitted m part and denied in‘pa‘rt. It is admitted that the
Complainant is a residential electric customer of Met-Ed at Account No. 100017738285,
Complainant’s allegation that the Company’s name is ’difﬁ'c’ult to identify in the
,Csmpany’s tariff 1s specifically denied.
| | 3. For purposes of this Ahswar, the several sentences of the

paragraph containing Complainant’s allegations have been restated and answered as

follows:!

' Complainant's averments and allegations have been ré-statad nearly verbatim in the same or similar
fashion as they appear in the complaint as amended. Please note that because the averments and allegations
as restated in this answer have been bolded for clarity purposes, any bolded text from the complaint as
amended was, in turn, italicized to note the additional emphasis placed on these words and phrases in the
complaint , ‘




1) The following is NOT meant to be derogatory; it is
meant 0 remind this Commission of its allegiance.
Incorrect: Public Utility Commission. Correct: Public
Utility Commission. Thus far, after maintaining six
years in Pennsylvania, I have NOT found the above
follosved! 4 R

Denied. The above staterments do not contam any averments of

fact or allegations of a violation of any law, regulatior, or tariff by Met-Ed to which a

response is required BUT: = dutiorte Rim.vden tefhy conet whe Mhiy ane “Gumms 13 geed Fo hetp
4‘p e 1 ; ed. d | » ot WS s ’

/TY?O”S?«Q&!J be COLV}&UA‘{;’) K ORY

2) The Commission is alsg/feminded that the PUBLIC is

»

Remivaeas not an “attorney” NOT SHOULD THE PUBLIC HAVE
To ot ptrt-sd TO BE AN ATTORNEY!!!HNIIY Therefore, if this is
N RO TPIPIPP - NOT the so-called “format” for this MOTION, bluntly
l‘Pl‘blfcu ylu,u fd NOT’ SO What!“ @ }-u‘ Y {,,““3{'3‘ e")é 7")’-:3' f{:blt"‘ “

I:E‘ §~llz,¢ff‘l¢3~‘f0 f{ué:;g
et “Laeguayr™™  Denied. The above statements do not contain any averments of
9 VBl dos MO eopsel Yoy o own o Fhogsnr |

*

fact or allegatisns of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff by Met-Ed to which a

response is required,

3) I sent my Met-Ed complaint to the “PUC” over a month
before it was “acted upon” and submitted to Met-Ed;
who [when I called to see if my complaint had been
received, I was told, Met-Ed had 20 days after
receiving to “respond.” :

Admitted in part and denied in part. Pursuant to the Commission’s

Siww 1d Fons biiy

regulations, Met-Ed had 20 days from the date of service to file an answer to the

complaint filed with the Commission at the above docket. It is specifically denied that
Complainant sent his complaint to the PUC “over a monih’? before it was served upon
Met»Ed, Complainant filed his complaint with the Commission at the above docket on or‘
around July 21, 2003, while tﬁe coinpl&int was served upon Met-Ed on or around August

11, 2003. My Yhoushts TF complsimst doss M“f"”"fﬁﬂ*"f}?z puc can
‘ S Pt 84 ie "osfTRa-HuekUagatvl
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4) However, 1 have been informed 1 have but 10 days to 20 Pys Unlity
respond to Met-ED “motion.” i
| | | BIAS ! .
Admitted. Pursuan® 1o the Commissicn’s regulations and as per  uwfae aduaslyi ;
the Motion Judge Assignment Notice dated Septerber 8. 2003, Complainant was
informed that he had 10 days from the date of service of the mation to file a response.
5) Somehow, (to me) there seems to be a BIAS here! Met-
Ed has a bevy of attorneys available The PUBLIC |
is “by themselves.” This (to me) adds to this Bias. Ryap Fassel], Gde Sdfes
' ¥ f‘)’)“‘?"[:zﬂr:f Fo le
of "Pubfic’=
/

Denied. It 1s specifically denied that Met-Ed has a “bevy”
afiorneys available and that there is any “bias” here. Met-Ed has provided and continues
to provide safe, adequate, and reasonable electric service to Complainant, consistent with

' ‘ ‘g;j Lehy m{y “wrett” Feoptl 7 ;
- Met-Ed's existing retai} electric service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and
applicable regulations.  Furthermore, counsel has represented and will continue to
represent Met-Ed, consistent with the Public Utility Code, applicable regulations, and
‘Rules of Professional Conduct  To the extent that the above statements contain any

conclusions of law, no response is required. wifhe? cpan 65“’7"*'? Ths Trornts of #.5°

6) Met-Ed knows the PUBLIC cannot possibly obtain

' “tangible” evidence (so does the PUC) ~— but this
“tangible” evidence still appears to be needed!
”Shc‘fiz;cffy” 15 uo INCendfs eufity (

Denied. The allegation that Met-Ed “knows”™ the “Public” cannot
obtain “tangible” evidence is specifically denied. By way of further answer, Met-Ed is
without information sufficient to form a belief as to the Commission’s knowledge as
represented in the above: statement. To the extent that the above statements do not
contain any averments of fact or allegations of a violation of any law, regulation, or taziff,

no response is required. To the extent that the above statement contains any conclusions

of law, no response is required,




Q | @

L . X)) PUC is supposed to invoke “common sense!” especially

o C;“ﬂ\'; Wwhit such “tangible” status, The PUC HEARING is
O A NOT a COURT-OF-LAW, The PUC is supposed to be
. ;a} o’ } y a “forum? for “the public,” and dispense JUSTICE!
™ DA ’
NN . |
Véf*} s To the extent that the above staements do not contain amy

avermments of fact or allegations of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff by Met-Ed,
no response is required. To the extent that the above statements contain any conclusions
of law, no response is required.

8) ALSO:  When reading the Met-Iid “tariffs,” it is

- extremely difficult to understand just WHO the electric

- company is! Within the “tariff.” so many DIFFERENT
Companies are referenced! ‘

Denied. Upon review and inspection of the relevant Met-Ed

' fanffs, the Company’s narme is clearly marked in the upper left hand corner of each page

LE S

: : i Y e ik k‘;)\,g

: ) N g O O ‘u)t“ 2R 3 A

s elecri xetail service tariff, Y $Fofansut L1 NOT acfeciner “comven prog iebive”
ofus elccgﬁc il s ¢e farifi, e vﬁ.!}f/bihctt’{ " CDM TE NT ,’ 2’)’ Ha wd,\"j"""f ¢ Whiw é‘fﬁ.—»—'d‘

9 In addition: IF read carefully, theré are
CONTRADICTIONS throughout! ‘ ‘ '

Denied. Met-Ed’s Pernsylvania tariffa were ‘pr‘epared, filed,
approved, and implemented in accordance with the Public Utility Code, the
- Commission's regulations, and applicable law

10y  If read carefully, it is very obvious that the electric
- tompany wrote the tariffs to self-servingly benefit,
advantage and profit themselves, WIHY IS IT THAT

THE PUC is allowing this to occur?????  STILL ot susweay by PUC

Denied.  Met-Ed’s Pennsylvania taniffs were preparad, filed,

approved, and implemented in accordance with the Public Utility Code, the
Commission’s regulations, and applicable law. To the extent that any of the above
statements do not contain any averments of fact or allegations of a violation of any law,

‘xj%

- regulation, or tariff, no response is required. Gevo X

- {f ¢
‘S&‘«“}.‘f ¢



11)  Why doesn’t the PUBLIC service commission HIRE
competent, electrically-savvy people? It does not take 2
“rocket scientist” to see the “self-serving biases”
throughout these “tariffs.” SR

Denied.  Met-Ed’s Pennsylvania tariffs were prepared, filed,

wmeat let - approved, and implemented in acecordance with the Public Utility Code, the

15t frelrd” , . ) oy TR UTILITY !
 pramided B Camissmn’s regulations, and applicable law. To the extent that any of the above

Wk Hhede

P statements do not contain any averments of fact or ailegations of a violation of any law,

regulation, or tarff, no response is required. To the extent that the above statement
conta:ns any conclusions of law, no response is required.

12)  Italso does NOT take an economies professional to
' ~unmask “extortion” matrices especially when the “fee”
increases by the addition of an additional DIGIT! ‘
Though my USAGE has NOT INCREASED in any way,
my bill has increased: HOW? With the addition of 2
“1” in front of what had been my total previous bill!!!

Denied. Met-Fd specifically denies that Complainant’s bills are
inconsistent with his electricity usage. By way of further answer, the bills for electric

service at Met-Ed Account No. 100017738285 are accurate. On April 7, 2003, the
, ’ , ' bused ov @

Commission’s BCS issued a decision at No. 1331170 dismissing an informal cemplaint (n.yc"f:;ﬁ:;i,

, E Synppovi .

o s . . ‘ . : s . . Dresuit trdid KAt p’@m
filed against Met-Ed by Mr. O’Toole alleging excessive billing, In ifs decision, BCS e ;-:A,:f}: ducr j;'f‘,
ME>& e ofated S5l
» 4 « - e + = +.ﬁ~ Mﬂ&_j_it:.i"
- concluded that Complainant’s meter tested accurately within Commission accuracy * st
bt . T | af Yhal Tiig
Con e guidelines, which indicated that service was registering correctly on the meter. To the
" o i ) . i g )

ot P
o 22} ) .
! extent that any of the above statements do not contain any averments of fact or

allegations of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff, no response is required.
{
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Pt 13)  AND: my “service” has actually “deteriorated” instead ,
Bamptargt 2O of modernized. ¢ po freFon g;/ Mt g6 55 pip Fedl !
) f;g)ul: k-2 dr“? ;.J,"‘f 2 ik B e |
V}WM“‘(,‘&;) ;.:Am}" . .

B N W ., Denied.  Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe,
P R J}i'}b‘ éﬁ{é-‘l’*‘/’ fz,.,vu—t
ot T T R :

adequate, and reasonable electric service to Complainant, corsistent with Met-Ed's

existing retail service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utiiity Cods,

and applicable
G 15 Senwrvg fhFonsc ! |

regulations.
14)  The power-supply wires from the “road” to my meter

s are 5000 old they sag so badly the farm combine barely

5 ‘*’i can pass under them; These power lines are probably

18 ) g so “weather-corroded, conductivity is “hindered;™

) . : -

e — N ~ |

B Denied. Upon reasonable inspection by two Met-Ed engineers on

§ye o

n & ;{:’ or about October 15, 2003, the referenced electric wires were fourd to be safe and have hesokt !

é$£ sﬁ ) L_J‘ dzv[ NET Kworw what = Qu‘:«é-..(u'g M?J‘“Mo&% fFr nesy

Ao
LTS I e

adequate clearance from the ground. The wires do not cross the driveway, and there is

b*‘# Q—?&: Creoud ':F-,; s /.’u_.J CNQA)L /j!i&/ﬁ'baia()
By way of further answer, Met-Ed has provided and o]
| Self-Seevinsg PhiJoes @

to Complainant,

1, sufficient access to the farm fields,
continues to provide safe, adequate, and reasonable electric service

congistent with Met-Ed's existing retail service tariff, the Pennsylvania Pubh‘c Utlity

Code, and applicable regulations.

15)  The TRANSFORMER is of 2 1940’s vintage. The
- transformer supplying my property is grossly under-
X é‘x powered; being 10 or 15 KW. It should have been at
W, % least 2 25 KW even in the 1970's - Thave been told now e/
= ;A M . ] . . . ) 3 3 e WM
K AT i S ey
A /;"“ @ Denied. The transformer servicing Cormplainant’s property is a 10 . & el
o St O Yiats O)d i Whece obfaiwrd Thyiw Comgrarsen S0
kva manufactured in 1963, Upon inspection by two Met-Ed engineers on or ahout ey, aes ol
k fresusr )u'?’-’fc( arlls Flem ?"}3};7:/“ ',.;. sol
ondition of the transformer, pole, fuse, and grounding was found ' 1
| e why 35 ey Yaep g, ¥ ple DTIMGIZ L
to be safe and adequate. By way of furtHer answer, Met-Ed has provided and continues (Q /7 ,&.7/5 £l :

: Cetober 1’5, 2003, the ¢

to provide safe, adequate, and reasonable electric service to Compzainant, consistent with

- | . sfi N Gurd fue Gart
Wheea s e TANEIRLS SVJC/CNCE? (/Q'JQ‘?‘“‘; b G det



Met-Ed's existing retail service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utlity Code, and

applicable regulations.

‘ 16)  Though “electrical usage” has geometrically increased ;
ﬁ' B ;)\] siace the 1940’s, especially on FARMS, my “service” i F
' = has NOT been upgraded. Why NOT?7?  pose oo : jx
‘ 3“;\11 } ‘
X \\,}r K/Demed Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe,
Y <§}’
adequate, and reasonable electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's

eﬁstmg retaﬂ service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable

regulations. Moreover; Complainant has refused to comply with the Company’s

Commssion-approved tariff provisions regardmg the steps that a customer is required /2 ;
st my eosT—pf m my eovt b5 PlsFEds i frovide S i

tak:e to obtain a service upgrade. To the extent that the above does not contain any

averments of fact or allegations of violations of any law, :egulatzon, or tanft; no rcsponsc

i§ required

17  Farms TODAY should be at ieast 630 amp‘ I have (a
weak and uneven 200 amp!) :

Denied. Met-Ed has p‘rovided and continués to provide safe,
adcquate; and reasonable electric service to Complajnant, consistent with Met-Ed's
existing retail s’erVit:e tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable
regujations. Also, Met-Ed is without information or‘hiowledée sufficient -tp form ‘ap& 1
belief as to the truth of the statements about electricity required for “férms wday.“ '

,,, te)(/ N 18)  When the transformer fuse “blew,” the truck does not

\ﬁ*’:x" 38 l\q AP, even have it on-board. Fortunately, there was one left
JETA “y» & attheshop.”
S *} i £ : , o . . S
Jy/ w“ " g;fi‘?* (fE,c Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
g Ve

form a belief as to the truth of the above allegations and demands proof thereof, if

relevant, at hearing. Met-Ed further answers that thc transformer servmmg




- Complainant’s property uses the same fuses as the transformers that are currently
, ; b ld DS AP
installed by the Company. M)f’ ﬂana]/‘?/ ! ./ 1 f UC she- / d & EM‘Mi .
e " 19)  Iam “responsible” for “cabling” from the meter in. an/]\' .
% :  Met-Ed wants me to pay from the road in and for the
‘ cost of the trench.

o ‘ Admitted. On or about September 17, 2002, Complainant
’b‘fc.i’u}‘i ﬁfJ’}’-" /1524'"‘*"“‘-’1 is 35" Thase peie
requested,a service upgrade to 600 amps. At the time of the request, Met-Ed’s taniff

required a customer requesting service for more than 400 amps to install his own

_ . _ e~To P:‘»Z L
ucdergrourd service cable. Complainant refuscdhto upgrade his service equipment, ;

‘ ol
: ‘ o, g . c}& “-COSé '
refused to supply and install the cable, and refused to open a trench. preaust ‘fro‘ ;ﬁifr'ﬂg.?vﬁ"

. 20) I am supposed to be in a “whirlpool” at least TWICE

‘ &L daily. I CAN’T DO THIS BECAUSE I don't have the
v “power.” [ have told Met-Ed of this Medical Need
D oy  MANY TIME, but it has been IGNORED! Mer-Ed is
v & £y required to provide the POWER. They’ve told me I have
@“' &t &l.;'ﬂ_ :d ‘ to. ‘ R \
AR ' ' : Lo
A Denied. Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe, R)”f 1A
| XA ; , R 0
adequate, and reasonable electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's ol Ui
existing retail service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and appiicable : | N

regulations. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to .
‘ Leut™ Ow;&
Complainant’s medical needs and demands procf thereof, if relevan, at hearing. To the L4 19;1 “Z J‘%{;J L
extent that the above statements contain any conclusions of law, no response is required.

21)  If I want to use the required-for-my-health whirlpool, I
have to “travel,” which is “burtful.” :

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to

 form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in this averment and demands proof | ,,/ o
SRS . ; ; ’ i) alp e
thereof, if relevant, at hearing, /Ws'f* £d L, s ! ﬁ (g WEAE W N Jy
: | . | o {;}7‘ B .5 NGT o ﬂlzu, |
~ —uss !

Fox fmm‘?“‘/"‘



22)  PUCdo your duty! ‘ :

The above statement does not contain any averment of fact or
allegation of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff by Met-Ed to which a response is
required.

23)  Becanse of the lack of power, I cannot use sorme of the
N farm equipment I should be using. This presents quite
2 ~aproblem! I don’t use the equipment as I don’t have
() the “power” BUT Met-Ed states as I am not using the
. X equipment, I don’t need the power; This is a “catch 227"
/)o*’/o but Met-Ed is the catch. ‘
v Denied. Met-Ed specifically denies that it is providing insufficient
RV power to Complainant’s property. Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe,
adequate, acd reasonable electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's
existiug retail service tariff, the Pemnsylvenia Public Utility Code, and applicable
regulations. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to Naf’ 1
the truth of the statements regarding Complainant’s use of the farm equipment and
demands proof thereof, if relevant, at hearing. To the extent that the above statements do
not contain any averments of fact or allegations of a vioiation of any law, regulation, or
tarff, no response is required.
WA : : ' ;
a ’ ' .
@ R s ¥24) 1 have much of MY wiring for the equipment IN! Can’t
,X‘“ &Qs ,\;Z&t N ¢ use it because POWER NOT there. I even have the
{i" {_’Q@ 2‘3 ;f TN additional “panel” but can’t activate this panel.
a7 A X &0 4 Q.J"‘; ; P}J)'WER not there,
P TN e , ‘ , '
i RVAR T s ' o . . g . oy
X Qa . @:W’ Denied. Met-Ed swczﬁcally denies that it is providing insufficient For Aule
power to Complainant’s property. Met-Ed has provided as ~ontinues to provide safe,
adequate, and rcasonable electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's })@T‘i ¢
) A

existing retail service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable




regulations. Any electrical problems that Complainant is experiencing are due most

‘ !

oy L. ‘s . MOT H?/LG/- . g ,,,;c:fw.f; o . e it

likely due to faulty inside wiring and equipment. {yar <o b ?0?‘?’, " ‘;%2/ m?;;iift‘ 3 ALCW%};

E . L * 47 ﬂ“'" 2 g ! '
A S eear Ty

25)  Have NUMEROUS power fluctuations! Met-Ed says
‘ “prove it.” I want the PUC to tell me HOW!
Denied. After reasonable investigation, Met-Ed has been unable to -
s Met-gd  CONTEOLS Fis (2 dvgesd)

. . b g T o ST A : . o o Y X e (AINA ‘;‘f-u" ',0?-0(7' N
confirm that C;:nplmnant 1$ expcnencmg any voltage irregularities, Met-Ed has *B;’:’f %i/ ‘3; e o o
provided and continues to provide safe, adequate, and reasonable electric service to 7{ .

. g . . - RhcforrC
Complainart, consistent with Met-Ed's existing retail service tariff, the Pennsvlvania R}?No &crfi
Public Utility Code, and applicable regulations. To the extent that the above statements
do ot contain any averments of fact or allegations of a viclation of any law, regulation.

or tanff, no response is required.

N 26) \, Have had much of my equipment and appliances “fail”
c}?” «7  due to these fluctuation[s]. These fluctuations have
& @@\ even PASSED THROUGH UPS units and destroyed
:’ 0 A them. I have (had) eleven “Uninterruptible Power
A Sources” - of which now ouly 3 work maybe. Each unit
o :,.f‘ \;‘*\é} cost: 31,800-2,200. Their demise: Continued Power
kA ?},3 Problems. :
NP A A o
"b Fy Ciw Denied, Kﬁeq reasonable investigation, Met-Ed has been unable to
S SOmPIY 10 provi | |
g ,&{;« %‘ifsubsmmtime that Complainant is experiencing any volitage irregulanties and specifically
REEE 1 "\y‘ 3 . . o
\(\:\,‘Z‘ ‘zf demes that power provided by Met-Ed has caused any damage to Complainant’s
4 : R

Fin
property, Met-Ed bas provided and continues to provide safe, adequate, and reasonable /%r ‘[L ny
) o
o e

electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's existing retail service tariff, the

Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable regulations.

10




: ey
ngé&”" M#E 3

ks
T AL

. ¥
shh v;);é;a ¥ 0”\ o 6 %,
5§ P01 Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to < ik,
: ‘3 ﬁ') .?(0
form a belief as to the wuth of the matters asserted in these avesments and demands proof e Vg
: B % i’a. r("‘
thereof, if reievant, at hearing. To the extent that the above staternents do not contain any %e;’g,oﬁ ’%ﬂ
‘ ' » N . . [ > 12.2’@ q'-:
averments of fuct or allegations of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff, no "%f:;{,{_ .
response is required. Y
~ v : %,
28)  Security system — with its cameras — have fouled up and 5
required “repair,” should not oceur. TV channel €
amplifiers, which are usually non-destructible [except T peksd
by current problems] have frequently had to be PP
recalibrated or replaced. Garage doors g0 up by their &ﬁdﬁ"
selves and “remote-controlled” lights go ON by theig ¢ Sk
selves. e
d;#‘ e
Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in these allegations and dernands proof
thereof, 1f relevant, at hearing,
- ‘j\. 29} These are only a few of the electrical [power] problems I ,J(;E,ﬁx.j’, .
@ experienced. There is NO WAY all of these things P, W
S should happen by “normal” happenings = Common T A
XA y‘“;:;f Sense! : , v)’j ot
S('*’o} o }\0‘ ; ' , 20“’_, ’
‘5 Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to 4

L
L #

* ®
27)  Lights contin uously “blink” or change brilliance. Many
~ ofmy fluorescent lights have FAILED because of the
Fluctuations, TVs continuously “show frames” around
the picture. VCRs continuously lose their programmed
recording time. Computers lose their data, sometimes

ac_;-j" even the “saved” data; even crash, Met-Ed wants

tangible proof. HOW? 1 have had to have them
“serviced” and reprogrammed too-numerous-times-to-

count. : :
| =2

form a belief as to the extent of the electrical problems that Complainant allegedly has

experienced and demands proof thereof, if relevant, at hearing. By way'of further

answer, Met-Ed has provided and continues to pravide safe, adequate, and reasonable

11



'elecmc service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's existing retaﬂ service tariff, the
Pmnsylvm.a Pubhc U‘;xhty Code and applicable regulations. To the extent that the

above statements do nct contain any averments of fact or allegamors ofa vmlatmn of any

law, regulation, or tanff, no response is required.

‘Pﬁ 30)  PUC: Tell me how I can “TANGIBLY" “prove”
% Vs this!!!!! Met-Ed KNOWS and USES THIS and the
1 P % " PUC co-conspires!!!
Y ‘5’ . p . . . i )
\\'o"' P, Denied.  Met-Ed is withour any independent knowledge or

informaticn as to the occurrence and/or cause of the electrical probiems that Complatnant
allegedly has experienced. By way of further answer, Met-Ed has provided and
-continues to provide safe, adequate, and reasonable clectric service to Complainant,
consistent with Met-Ed's existing retail serw}ice tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility
‘Code, and applicable regulations. To the extent that above statements do not contain any
averments of fact or allegations of a violation of any law, reguiation, or tariff by Met-Ed,
- a resporse is not rcquir?:d. To the extent that the above ‘szatcment conta.ihs any
conclusions of law, no response is required.

31) - Just recently, I spoke with Steven D. Ward fMet»—Ed |
Chief Engineer] concerning a recent occurrence:

| - Admitted in part and denied in part. Mr. Ward’s actual title is
supervisor of regional engmeemg for Met-Ed. It is specifically admitted that Mr. Ward |
| éwnduc’tad at least two extensive conversations with Complainant about his electrig
| s’efvic.&; and m particular, about complaints of voltage irregularities and maééquate
service. Mr. Ward advised Complainant of what steps to follow if any future xroitage

u‘regulamz&s were lo accur as there were none at thc time of d:e call. Mr. Ward also
é‘x“u.t;

4 5f 7‘7,1:7“}‘,,43 f:ﬂ“““'

}Rﬂ(‘i}'u]ﬂﬁ octuRincys A'&*J o el Ale

/TQST ﬁﬁraf jﬂv:f" mlﬂb&f& (J. :))}"3 5:/(} I ét/'((v[,j’ };x,f‘ B
s gl-(}f-f Foer wid Anj/@/;/;ﬁ’:j
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advised Complainant of the requirements, processes, and procedures that were in place

’ 17 i - ; }s /
for a service upgrade, Net whiw ’u/ngﬁ was 7 preded 7 5"””“‘fﬂ?’“ J

32)  The [15 amp] circuit breaker on which I havea
microwave “plugged” suddenly “popped.” (A was
standing near it and heard a low “snap” just before the
“pop”) It “popped” every time a reset. Breaker itself
probably now “damaged.” I moved the microwave; it
now had a strange sound, but did not “pop” the
breaker, I tried the microwave at FOUR DIFFERENT
breaker outlets, No Pop!

Deried. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
form & belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in these statements and demands proof

. p ' . s C " ?
- thereof, xfrelsvanl,atheanng., gl/jT I .;Jsoaf—w’?fd éy &{ﬁ' Vel Rbsfarie”, W}}/

; o 34)  Xthen [using 1 meter] checked the house current; The
A VOLTAGE at several outlets read 88.8 volts for [after
: : several cycles seen] about 12-15 seconds, then jumped to
L How can T ®aave” 120+ volts, the plus was a fluctuation between 120.2 and
Bul PUC “belicves” 120.4 volts. After about 30-45 seconds, back to 88.8 volts
“viabal “fonn Mlt-ES Jor 10-15 seconds. This fluctuation continued Jor almost
(/;/777 an HOUR. :

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
form a belief a5 to the truth of the matters asserted in these statements and demands proof
S S & u
thereof, if relevant, at hearing, s ﬁ:m s I/ e fevant /
, , A ;

35)  ALSO: my garage doors keep opening and my remote
%‘f lights keep going on. When I walked outside, I heard a
' low frequency, intermittent hum, but I did not see a
“definite sparkling” but thought I could see an
intermittent faint “glow” with the hum.

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to

form a belief as to the truth of the matter asserted in this statement and demands proof

. B ‘ . t {d alfually Sex ﬁest}"ff
P}zﬁfz gyrs wer lizes! |

.MSf"f(_/ "Séf;'hzvff' [sf Z’%J/tf

How S5%

¢ ? "j“)
thereof, if relevant, at hearing. ‘
Fr -?
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36)  However, the next day, I saw something else. The tree

)g : that is growing at the position that the electric pole
“support” (and a “ground wire”) enters the ground,

THE LEAVES ON THIS TREE WERE SHRIVELED

and Dying!!!! This tree was over grown with leave, so

much so the wire was hidden; now, the leaves are gone

and the wire is very visible — the tree looks like leafless

winter! ‘ - |
fVa Sech Frrsons

“? Denied. Upon reasonable inspection by two Met-Ed engineers on  Came Out |l

C men bowt ~ , , . My “Seusenity”
Mo pacyj? O 2bout Cetober 15, 2003, the condition of the transforeer, pole, fuse, and grounding 47 V<>

damona s borid

-was found to be safe and adequate. Furthermore, the Met- e 2o r"'u?w”

Ed engineers saw no indication

that the Company’s facilities have in any way damaged the tree referenced in the above u
. e - v s g £
statements. IQ" ”E ‘-J -S—:j vé IC:‘!(, T//?fff & vy 7‘3/0’ ]Y, Qy{ ape! ;/:"6‘/‘E "}B d;)m
T alee f_éj;:"}'fzwm T wanhd 4y /y‘/z..;my‘f‘ wﬁsc«cz, i, Somuuds czmeEl]
37) 1 have attempted to contact Steven D. Ward several
times sizce — and even left messages; but have NOT y
received any retitrn calls or messages. HE a» Cpp easd [ o2 e
2beut s Taes™ coands Fraw
Denied. 1t is specificaily denied that Mr. Ward did not returmn '

Complainant’s phone calls regarding his electric service. Mr, Ward recen;iy‘piaceci a

PZIER

telephone call in response to a;message left by Complainant. During this telephone call
that lasted nearly an hour, Mr. Ward advised that the “breaker trips™ about which M,
O"Toole complained were evidence of an internal wiring and/or equipment problem. ol 7L“?4)
s 38)  There is definitely something wrong with the
.»’**‘3 transformer servicing my home! It is ONLY 10-15 kw
W et ‘ (200 amp). FAR TOO SMALL for any “farm” or my
- a4 ba& . ’ -
A P need!
Denied, Upon inspection by two Met-Ed engineers, the condition
of the transformer, pole, fuse, and grounding is adequate, and the transformer is working ol

' - ghefor=t <;
properly By way of further answer, Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe, 4 [% ~ I f}'

42
| ‘ | _ &J’ L 7
-adequate, and reasonable electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's ;

14



exisﬁng retail service tariff, the Pennsytvania Pizblic Utility Code, and applicable

v 'regédiafions‘
39 P'HASE TWO: My Bills Afe Way Out Of Line!11!!1!!
Denied. Met-Ed specifically demes that Complmnant 5 bﬂls are
~ “way out of line.” By way of fmher answen bills fm' eiecmc service at Met-Ed Account

¥

My
No. 100017738285 are accurate. The Complainan:’s meter tested accurately within the
 Commission’s accuracy guidelines, which indica'tés the service is registering correctly on
v v the raeter, Co,v'}'n.o)le J : L), M‘Pﬁf-a’ £ I has »s;’/ol’v»m’cf ch?

40)  Upon purchasing this residence in Pennsylvania, I ;
found several “flaws” with the electric service provided;
and so notified the then-electric supplier — who
promptly and Iaxly ignored me. Several of these
“flaws” were: Supply lines that sagged to much;

~ “Transformer” was far too old; Transformer too small
for a “farm;” Supply wire to my meter showed [even
then] extreme “agmg n

Denied, Met-Ed specifically denies that the electric service (WHEA N’/’”*‘L' 4
= . - | . j [_’ ﬁf:f"“"‘i‘p! u:ﬂ
provided to Complainant is “flawed” ot that it has “ignored” Complainant. By way of Bisfonie ;
, . ' [2imae
further answer, Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe, adequate, and =2 d o ,C;af:
X ’. X y » | . ’ o e . hl DW”:”/,
reasonable electric service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's existing reta:l M«f’*f J pes Nof

service tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable regulations, [70YE¢ ﬁ}‘

. , : mvff”trﬁ‘;“ -
Moreover, Met-Ed has had numerous contacts with Complainant concerning his electric
. « 14 . W P ) »
service. awd w witE hihealc” 4 f> /“é..";‘.’:—i
Coe akre heod #g gfzﬂﬁ;/ To use
C,M /m,uly'f /']:1.5 P b 2/5:77&» o< &j mz/)*"”"f “’"’ f o ,
jjjf.:.{. USéd f‘f,.g g[sc+ﬂ-t¢ ) . . | ) 7,_Z I
i.i:‘ CJfL‘ g Fh-
b I hers Mkmtwan vtlﬁr C/"I o #f/ﬂfi‘;‘/’ 3"47}"“'“ bt = n:ﬁ&d’&pﬁy% ML;M f[\/a C{J&\i
S‘MT’“‘J l‘wé‘ﬁﬁ}a .

AT vt S e - fF T odon F wis all of The - CM'V‘J"/Q /
T b Kb 5t 08T Lsganyes bl sevver) g tese gif spepen e yeres!
~ 15 D R




\_.(a“ , B .

’C‘
S 41) . My electric bills were between $25 and $35/ month

\]_@&%\\5 x¢ (after L had moved my furnishings in). Thave NOT
’\Qa" SF @ changed or added anything “electrical” since OR used
| Q:)’\ X;’H P;T" \ any more eIectricity”s‘ince! BUT: [after a few years} my
ATC NG SR bills began to INCREASE ~ at the same time as the
o R:\v‘" o c,,,f - “subscriber” wag permitted to “elect” their own
L e & “suppiier." MY BILLS ARE NOW $130-170/month!
i R ; A
- ‘
: @;\d\ Denied.  Biils for electric service at Met-E¢  Account No.

100017738285 are accurate. The Complainant’é meter tested accurately within the
Commission’s accuracy guidelines, which indicates the service Is registening correctly on
the meter, To the extent that any bf the above statements do not contain any averments of
fact or allegations of a violation :of any law, regulation, dr tariff, no response is required.
To the extent that any of the; above statements do not co‘ntain averments of fact or
allegations of a violation of any law, regula‘tion,’or tariff, no response is required.

42) My TOTAL ELECTRICAL USAGE HAS NOT

INCREASED and consists of: ALL of the below work
WELL on a non-designated 15 amp breaker:

Refrigerator Side-by-side 51.5 kw/month
Refrigerator Freezer Below 42.5 kw/month
Refrigerator : Freezer Below 47 kw/month
Refrigerator (compact) No Freezer 15.4 kw/month
Freezer Upright - 54.1 kw/month
Dehumidifier Cellar intermittent runnin g
Microwaye Standard used MAYBE 5x @ 4min/wk
Copy Machine ; used MAYBE 8 min/mo 114
Security System W, camera 2 amp/wk at max,
VCRs [recorded tapes viewed elsewhere] d/day for 3hr or less
TV [though have 7, only watch ONE/time] 1/day for 2-3 hr MAYBE ‘
Computer  2-4hr/1-3 days/week MAYBE
Ceiling off-set fluorescent [12 w] light 1-3br/day MAYBE '
| :‘g’t‘} Clocks 16 ALL but one battery operated
S Alr Compressor used MAYRE once/2/3 mo, 1 hp (14A) 2-3 min/use
. 3% P R S ,
Yo g e S Denied. Bills for electric servise at Met-Ed Account No,
)4 9—}4’5{;" o a{? S ‘

v 100017738285 are accurate. The Complainant’s meter tested accurately within the

* %

#0 s §4 <
afhier W] 1'{‘2?

i v éo’
e UG = L 16

r‘“”“ ,J'{‘5 E
L%




® - ®
Conrmission’s accuracy guidelines, which indicates the service is registering correctly on
the ‘m,eter.‘ With res‘pecf, fo averments regarding the individual appliances, Met-Ed is
without information or knowledge sufficient ‘o form a beliefas to the truth of the matters
assenéd aﬁd demands proof thereof, if relevant, at hearing. ‘

43)  Ihave wmany other “electrical” ,applianées and

}4; , equipment =but= are NOT “in use” and haven’t been.
- Refrigerators X2 Washers X2  geg much pewelsd
Freezer X1 Dryers X2 Kibomd para /1
Dehumidifiers X2 TVs ' X7 .
Ts tm a:?ﬂ!ﬁ h €7 Denied, Met-Edis without information or knowledge sufficient to
as Mt? ed Cpﬁkﬁ*{?&f} haiad ‘
ghewe formabelief as to the truth of the matters asserted and demands proof thereof, if relevant, /
%‘;{E‘ . ‘ . 7Z % 'ﬂ) i ‘KD. r/r. 3 ) e Fﬁﬁé’{? >
, L srEfe Ry 548 tawred 4 LedSops p5 '
at hearing,
~44)  TOOLS: Have NOT used since coming to Pa, — most are
buried behind other stuff! '
Tuble Saw Drill Press and many others
(jw wol ;JW), a¢4 Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted and demands praof thereof, if relevant,
at hearing,
o ,&"(";57“’”&&9:" o , o ‘
7 : :;--,1 4;& shows 45)  This is mentioned because 2 cerfain (female) “Met-Ed
res L7 7« paoe d:) Representative” made this statement- Upon a “visit” by
G+ m’"ﬁ"‘ wopel Fas gu , her to “examine” my “appliance usage,” this ridiculous
T bt Profegyg - PUC /?cfa, statement: “Because there is the ‘potential,’ then the o WRITTEA
| ~ electric MUST have been used!” R, PO i;; e (
Dened. It is specifically denied that a “Met-Ed Representative” £ ;‘"‘E ; Jﬁ ",;..}, 7 pherep
: }/ﬂx - )
made the above statement to Complainant concerning potential versus acrual electricity
usage. The Commission’s Bureat: of Consumer Services (BCS) decision dismissing
Cornplainant’s informal complaint filed at No. 1331170 did specify that, in referencing , LA
' od &

o , L Junrg ~U
Wher ‘zjhlmaﬂ (PR iucsﬁaviff COMEERRIpG Vs (“uﬂi#ﬂa S'f:«fcmsp‘f Hu:f.fj /7

[Cvo'?" S Sfifimint wa, syretdsd w;ﬁ By JM'“‘M; ’ﬁ-/ '



the numerous electrical appliances at the customer’s property, the potential for the billed
usage did exise. R ”E“*“’C? @9 £ (5
D@;ed} 46)  * Because my house Is located at the base of a hill and at
o wpe Thes be V' [, 521 the end of a “run” of other buildings, the “wind”
M6 B0 aw e 52825 (- GUSHIES through into my house! B
FACTL o ? - |
¥ be 1 w;,m'“” Denied. The abave statement contains mmpertinent information. In \ﬁ
oA o '

any event, Met-Ed representatives do not recail whether Complainant®s hause is located Dr()

; y Py T r}:f' }(I'JJ,;, , . —
CZ‘%” 4 \f;)j‘at the base of a K[ or “at the ead of a “run” of other buildings.” In terms of the | j’j

ps 0” " "\ statement about the “wind,” Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to

i p U 4% Form a belief as to the truth of the matter hsserted and demands proof thereof, if relevant,
e | ; | N S S
at hearmg Cir Unwt VI}%),/?]{(. tUzmad ,ﬁ‘f_‘fo_‘:‘f é.':_{ E_l_:_gej‘“ éfr:’&/?*" of e C’Jw}( dffév) (,(.7;1..:/,)
: 28 Aid seme of fis ’3&:;:7‘3 “! ,
EXPLANATION OF USAGE OF THE ABOVE: |

47)  ALL OF THESE APPLIANCES WERE BROUGHT

' FROM MY PREVIOUS HOME of which, this whole
farm house would fit in the living room and foyer of the
previous house! This is why there are so many
“duplicated” appliances and may had been used by our
kids. ‘

. v . L ’f’ff“:r
ot The sy Sl 15 puebosst < sxphiks why so mach 7
Denied. The above statements contain impertinent information ~ “f—wehy 7/ 05 ‘

NOT PO

and Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the ruth s owse !

of the matters asserzed in the above statements and demands proof thereof, if relevant, at
‘ uch o e g il sTamsd 1N STACKS
hemng. ‘ G Ry sl;bwn} MJ __}:5_53‘_ 7%2,: 13 f.inv)l.s ll

48) REFRIGERATORS: are rarely opened and when they
- are “‘open,” are opened “slowly” and it is fora VERY

short period of time [as T am the ONLY person here]
and Lam NOT here much, rarely during the day].
‘When I do arrive [between 11-1AM at night], T am
more interested in “going to bed” than “sitting
around!” Talso usually “leave” between 10-114M &
eat out!
FREEZER: even more rarely opened! maybe
once/week for 10 seconds.

18




DEHUMIDIFIER: is NOT running continnously — IS
“OFF” more than “ON”

MICROWAVE: the “usual? setting is to warm (a “Big
Mae,” etc.) at setting 1m23s@507. o

COPY MACHINE: Last year, less than 350 copies
made. Only used if needed 10+ copies made; If ouly a
few, they are made “elsewhere” for me. '

SECURITY SYSTEM: “camera™ activated by a
“motion sensor”; all through a “transformer”

- VCRs These are set for specific channels, and all
chanaels are usually NOT “recordin g” at the same time
~ but may “overlap” on occasion.

TVs Were in use by “the family” (including “the
children) at the other house! ~ '

CEILING off-set fluorescent [12 watt] LIGHT: First
and foremost; I like Fluorescent Lighting; it is NOT
“yellow!” Every room is so lighted; frequently by a
“Remote” [less expensive tiran “wiring”] [as old farm
houses did not have light switches at “convenient”
places {such as at the doorways}]. Second: The power
fluctuations [bright and dimming] (here) “burn out”
incandescent light bulbs. Third: X don’t need much
light, as I ama rarely home ~ and whexn [ am, my interest
is mostly “getting sleep.” also, if a fluorescent light is
place at the right position (side wall only inches from
‘white ceiling) a bright light is NOT NEEDED. the low
wattage will light the entire room. IF ¥ do need brighter
light, I use a (15+15 watt) desk lamp ~ “on” when
needed, “off” when not. My parenis taught: “When you
leave a room, turn off the light!”

CLOCKS With the frequent “momentaries,” electric

- clocks don’t keep accurate time; With the frequent
“fluctuations” in current, electric clocks lose time. I use
one electric clock to “indicate” electric variances and
“outages.” ’

19




- AIR COMPRESSOR: When I require “air” for (farm
equipment), I “fill” the compressor tank, then turn the
compressor OFF, I have surplus “air” in the tank for
the equipment. The (4’ upright) compressor tank
“holds” the “pressure” for at least one month plus!

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted int the above statements and demands

. i ; e ree f
proof thereof, if relevant, at hearing. ~ fawd 5 COPTHTIOf) SspA/SS

49)  AsIhave stated, MIANY of these appliances were IN ;
USE at the OTHER “BIG” FARM house, and are not
' only not in use here but not needed as: at the other
farm. We, all FIVE OF US, lived but now, ONLY ONE '
~ lives here. The “children” have “maved-out® but took ,
very little. They (a) did NOT move to 2 “farm.” (b) ‘
didn’t have room for much (c) wanted “new(er)” R

Denied. The above staternents contain impertinent information = of yxe Apphrecsst

W)»nnr, 5 '”i‘(a POQOC?F 7%;-\' 23 ﬁ’fj 7;-‘"“""[ '006‘155&:::: of ,ﬂl“’"i"ﬂj
and Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the truth /ﬁy 0'7" :
0o )
“ oy ﬂ/? / Q
e YO * &2. .

2t -
hearmng, , _ < R

of the matters asserted in the above statements and demards proof thereof, if relevant, at

50)  TOOLS: are VH,NE’ If they want “tools,” They get or |
} ” lose their own! and did (even befoyre moving). J:/:; ]’Seful,f
| }- owl . Denied. The abcve statements contain impertinent information m;‘ im bes
and Met-Ed is witheut information or knb,wledge sufficient to form a belief as to the truth ripredi

of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands proof thereo, if relevant, at

R SR : -
faeanng. ﬂ?q[,&) }m/jirLyl)mi(VT ﬁ/fﬁféﬂ’@o
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51)  PHASE THREE: MANY of my appliances have been

“corrupted,” “damaged” or burned by the quality of
electric power being supplied to me. TVs have had

!, i N ; ““ ) " . s . N s .
Wiset u Fe W their “cirenit boards” burn;VCRs,have bad their
“dhié prTsen sweh sppliaver s “functions” totally breached or destroyed; Incandescent
‘ becanst light bulbs have “flashed” and “burned-out” [even new

 Pheteid DID see w kvew T bulbs ~ thus ~ I don’t use “incandescents” now]

Skl parduesiind ! Denied. It is specifically denied that the electric service provided
to Complainant has been or is substandard or has caused any damage to Complainant’s
property. By way of further answer, Met-Ed has provided and continues to provide safe,
adequate, and teasonable electric service to Complainant, Consi’stent with Met—Ed‘s
existing retail ’scrv'icc tariff, the Pennsyivania Public Utility Code, and applicable
regulations. | ’ w"‘f'ﬁ |

A 52) \[AND: as 1 arrive “home” VERY late, I don’t have

¢ ' w') ANY lights on for even an hour;] I do NOT leave 2

‘ dt“"?: iy ¢ “3} < 9" light ON when I am NOT in that room.)

. L‘lﬂv‘} b M

: L A;" A _ ‘ .
Co™ " Vi 5}‘3("# Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
vy : : :
form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands

proof thereof, if relevant, at hearing,

33)  The garage door goes UP without being “remote”
triggered; Certain “remate controlled” lights go ON
without being “remote” triggered. My “security alarm”

« ' has been “triggered” when no “Invasion” was immanent
- sometimes, I have been “on premises® home;

Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to

form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands
proof thereof, if relevant, at hearing, Froudu e & Couten hroe o4 ,

" ? -:‘)’;f“ : e fe 37 f % y N ) | : : P .y 7 ‘(“t"" “
5;" SH#E 5)' /ﬁxf"ézf. 7;45 /i]llf we T a;:- 712),,@;‘ ) W fricazes lmjsz,t
ﬂi j:w::yg dae p c{n:l ja, étf" ’ . ‘ .

*rwm *:zr'kfc/ ;10»7“ T ft)m:ffi DTF %L jm.'igﬁ‘ &qog ,(7 rm;l‘j"faf fff{’
k who 532w s desa 571','}]’ a}ae»u:uj'!

# g1y //}Af ‘o5 21 | :
Thow 00" . ecidemas @oom (2 wss wirk mad Rip ~se- T avel sl Trisyre)




§4)  VCR pre-programmed programs have been ‘
“terminated” prior to the programmed time (in the
middle of a recording session) (more than one VCR and
all at the same “timing”);
Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
forrn a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands
proof thereof, if relevant, at hearing,

55)  Ihave beén working on the computér' when, all of the

) J _ sudden, the computer “locks up” or “loses the material
c )t \ and will NOT allow recover {it”s GONE!!!} or it turns
Mf‘)rj ot y ifselfoff. Not only is the “work” LOST but must be |
CoNC ?ﬁi’b- 25+ recomposed. Sometimes, the computer has to be taken
9,’ 0"“3“) ity pe f:a AP for “re-programming”!1t
5 %}ﬁ"\wﬁ; T Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to

form a belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands
- proofthereof, if relevant, at hearing,

Mot = 56)  This does NOT make Jfor a HAPPY CAMPER!!! This
;,;13; definitely does NOT make for a HAPPY CAMPER!!!

Denied. The above statements do not contam any averments of -
fact or allegations of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff by Met-Ed, to which a
| response 1s required.
57)  The fluorcscent light(s) dim or brighten or “blips”
{which really requires quite an electrical change] and
the TV picture develops a THIN now-picture area
around the edge or the picture “pver-fills” and is
slightly “distorted” or “blips”
Denied. Met-Ed is without information or knowledge sufficient to
form u belief as to the truth of the matters asserted in the above statements and demands

'prfoof thereof, if relevant, at hearing,



58)  Ihave been t‘oId that this problem is caused by ME: but
have NOT been told HOW? MAINLY because: there is
no way that I can cause this!!! ‘

P T

Admitted in part and denied in part. After reasonable

. . . N ¢ i . g . ' . &r e p V?m}
wvestigation, Met-Ed informed Complainant any electrical problems he was + % Juo f per Lo
: How wzat = "

experiencing weze due to internal wiring and equipment problems. To the extent that the
above statements do not contain any averment of facts or allegations of 2 violation of any

law, regulation, or tariff, no resporse is required.

PR 59) At times, f can HEAR strange noises emanating from
' _b ol s le ‘ the.h‘ansform‘er on the pole (45%) from my house; To
MJ M@ﬁ L e {r verify the antiquity of the “transformer” when the

“transformer” blew, the repair truck did pnot have one

b ~ .
e e and said did ot carry those that old and hoped they ;
‘Szwr‘“ o#f had one “back at the shop!* Upon their refurn, stated,
; “This is the last one. Hope this one doesn’t “blow!”

Denied. Upon inspection by two Met-Ed engineers on or about
October 15, 2003, the condition of the tra’nsfomier, pole, fuse, and grounding servicing
Canzplainant’s property was found to be Safe and adequate. By way Qf ﬁx:t}zer answer,
Met-Ed has provided and continues :fo provide safe, ’adéquate, and reaSonabIe electric

service to Complainant, consistent with Met-Ed's existing retail service tariff, the
@v’%z;ly‘z ] Rgcnlz.oi.i‘

Pennsylvania Public Utility Code, and applicable regulations. Met-Ed is without L how Thit
‘ ko td ghow 17

information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the above AL "” : j Jihin f F‘/ )
| | ﬂbiad" ‘}tf'ssf S)Dcl
¥

allegations regarding the antiquity of the transformer and fuse and derands proof de j,l?
thereof, if rejevant, at hearing. Met-Ed further answers that the transformer servicing

Complainant’s property uses the same fuses as the transformers that are currently

installed by the Company. < | | ‘
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60) PHASE BACKGROUND: When | was in school,
“grants” were NOT easily obtained. I worked at every

Job to get tuition! Because of this, X bad to obtain a

variety of tools and experience! In a lot of areas! The 2dore .r7f37}2qw,v

| | | VERIF/ss
Denied. The above statements contain impertinent information ot

) . I jt?“? é5§'4) I';o’.y‘/;.k(l:
. .' '. ‘ " . R . ' )’.‘V”S/ n l. ‘~‘n
and Met-Ed 15 without information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the truth € /& e 7/
of the matters asserted in the above siatements and demands proof thereof, if relevant, at e mseted g
. P fb ”73 }54.#"( .
hearing. | | ;/Vz/fz | e)/é:mw/gt{jf .
, : ‘ V el e Sy
4 bove s % ‘f ; 61) Unfortunately for Met-Ed, they seem to have the e
lhe B20ve ABlgman I opinion that I am “mentally challenged” efectrically.
1Y ©a Uplamry uf'.gj" };’,}_7"1 ‘ : : '
T “rchualecs™ m Denied. The above statement is neither an averment of fact or
' allegation of a violation o(o any law, regulation, or tariff, Therefore, no response is
required.
62)  Met-Ed also seems to think that because they say .
Someone was at my home, they were. Camera, . ",
SR ) ‘ ; . e o SENSE
Denied. The above statement 1s vague and ambiguous and is Cormsecs v

. Sl;ywl oﬁﬁm(f)gff“
netther an averment of fact nor allegation of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff.  (r pavr shhd 1S F)
k ‘ ’ | Hurgw SXAETLY. /
NN SO T

‘Therefore, no respense is required.

n\ 63)  Met-Ed kas also told me that an “estimated bm” had to
" V&}m,' be Issued as the meter reader could not get inside to
- \\'/U\“ _}‘ \, : read the meter, My meter is OUTSIDE!
1Y LW , i
2 i‘%‘; '9.;; Admifted in part and denied in parz, Complainant’s meter was last

estimated on or around December 12, 2002, Complainant's meter was last read on |

k ; “ “ , J E;u,m.\.e‘f"aﬁc,u
October 9, 2003, and is read on a monthly basis. Whens is s RSC oed :, s dj? J”
| | | Thet ’rf-«.‘] }»Zf[w& to by g;f‘/'fm 2o

wﬁszn/m " does wol G\ff)/) :
3‘.&1‘* sl of vebiele. . o ‘ ‘ 4 : 2
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64)  Error also occur as frequently, the meter is read with
the use of BINOCULARS from the truck.
ﬁ \, Denied. The Complainant’s meter tested accurately within the

Commission’s accuracy guidelines, which indicates the service s registering correctly on

o / . x e . 4 &z ‘;Q" ) ©
the meter.‘ /7[w «Jafu ﬁls /zzjca'ﬂ.f-,u:_ s m l:/('g szj Y /«;’/zé‘}_;if’ ‘ JM . 77 <
Cii’f:rlcSS‘{)' Re? Z’rw t'vv.j {
65)  This era of my life’s experience is better explained and (o ae ‘,-;(/}, .
verificd PERSONNALLY at the hearing! o hes

Lopmmuy phit

y - L
A , e : uses ff Feescz
/}_ . The above statement is not an averment of fact or allegation ofa Lo (Leust fon
. . ’ ﬂ,‘(ﬂt‘[’ eras ;( ’S"‘S‘
viclation of any law, regulation, or tantfto which a response is required. ‘ “pezdiv?
: ’ : . 1

66) Met-Ed wants my electrical problems to be BURIED, so
the PUBLIC does NOT realize that this electric supplier
is “gouging” the PUBLIC, and Met-Ed is attempting to
use you to help them! ‘ '

Denied. It is specifically denied that Met‘%Ed wants any electrical

problems that Complainant may be experiencing “1o be buried.” It is further denied that

Met-Ed, an electric distribution company, is “gouging” the public. Met-Ed offers electric This "-’hll’ ‘ZL ‘;f*‘ i3
‘ Jeesr >
service 1n accordance with the rates, terms, and condition set forth in its tariff and in iv;b}' © %;/%
R - ' };‘75{‘/7:\#\
accordance with the Public Utility Code, the Commission’s regulations,

and ap;ﬂic:able C §BRmet bl
aw. To the extent that above statements do ﬁot ccntainv any averments of fact or

'aﬂegatioﬁs. of a violation of any law, regulation, or tariff by Mét-Ed, no response is
required,  To the extent that the above statement contains any conclusidns of law, no

response 1s required.



4. These sentences in paragraph 4 of the original complaint and on
the first page of the compiaint as amended represent prayers for relief to which no

response is required. To the extent that these sentences contain any factual aVerménts,

MoFe € woou 1o *F Ko “Tait”

{5; ;t“[m{ %Im" .z W\si a}v’,a:y'f & an pf'ifﬂi’"l e
o AR (O Ly

the fruth of the matters asserted therein is denied.

NEW MATTER

5. Paragraphs 1-4 of this Answer are hereby mcorporated by
reference as if sct forth fuliy herein,

6. Upon review, the above 'cumpiaint éontains three primary
allegationSr ( i} poor service guality as Complainant alleges the line at his residence is
sagging, his transformer is too old, and he experiences excessive power fluctuations; (2)
excessive billing as Compiainaﬁt‘ alleges he is beiﬁg billed for more clcctr‘icity than th
uses; and (3) Met-Ed’s tariff is difficult to understand.

7. On April 7, 2003, the Comzmsswn s BCS issued a decmou at No.
1331170 dxsxmssmg an mformal complamt filed against Met-Ed by Mr. O’Toole allegmg
excessive billing. In its decision, BCS conc uded that Conm{amants meter teSted

accurate!y within Commission accuracy gmdehnes which indicated that service was e

oy a,’a,md prs. ,Zn 1%«}19.1;3‘ Qowtr—-‘;,;/;;"

regxstenng correctly on the meter. Moreover, a BCS mvesngator conducted a site visit  _ sac ffL“[;“(g“"’
Lfeve

and noted that the numerous electricai appliances on Complainant’s property indicated ﬁﬁ’ﬁf‘l F 4 L
- ‘that the potential exists for the billed usage, Esftrivce F:?ja ts”
8. In terms of service adequacy, MctaE‘d has provided and continues
to provide safe, adequate, and reasonable electric service to Complainant, consistent with
Met-Ed's cxisting retail service tariff, the Pemnsylvania Public Utility Code, and
“applicable regulations, E’L{T’ /\/ OT :,\f 2o /Le{aw-c ¢ w}l{ e wﬁ
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| 9. The transformer servzcmg Compldmam 5 Droperw isa 10 kva A/O 5~cff res et ﬁ'",
grew fodays Home .

figrte ,
| gﬁ;‘igw 2E A u.f;r‘*//ﬂ,
asestleand SEIVice territory, Upon inspection Met-Ed engineers Steven Ward and James T Talley A f -’51. ol
: /'év} ﬂ/"} . é“‘t‘ 4“ i ?
I 0ccumng on or about October 15, 2003, the condition of the : frensformer, pole, fuse, and ’/@0\ T 2 ’
- Met-bd w»/‘)%" /mn:u LS Pe TNy o ézv ks, wT} da pwa ch“a;r_ ’() *“-v / ‘e
JF*: !

grounding was found to be safe and adequate, and the transformer was functioning

p(?c)‘/ﬁ\ff)vf Ti 477 C]p, uorsf‘/o:dt)

i0. On‘ or about January 31, 2001 to around February 13, 2001, the

properly.

Company installed a voltmeter to record Complmnant s voltage, which was recmded as s

{
e tvf‘uﬂ&d & wnes A fho woald rel f{mﬁwfg C‘wwf e /72}_:z>c/
5}"“ ‘Drc,zxmuji'(?.w +F i

2
. Upon reasonable inspection by the two Met-Ed engineers on or £ 7

normal.

about October 15, 2003, the relevant electric wires were found to be adequate_and have
K2 Lyeez :Af?% de % t’?/.,‘

-adequate clearance from the ground. The wires do not cross the driveway, and there is

;4@7* NoT f ov |
sufficient access to the farm fields. [ds ¢ orie /74 Rnl.
but MOT Fanrnr oy These Fre

12 Any problems that Complamant 1s experiencing with his elecmczty

e s

are most likely due to feulty internal wiring and equipment and are not the result of " ‘;‘f’f

o L Sy oD f Bty elestrerl il
mad&quate e*emce delivered by Met-Ed, | ad Whid tinly 181 gzu‘/w‘:: ﬁ&“’:;;s ouidin

/VC)T Zw’ g& ,f Jxe 130 Infact, Complainant has refused to comply with the Company s
‘5}“,,« }J “ -n”', l,f&[rf‘cl Fud J:y,lpf 1} {U puT Sd g:n siHJoT - /1[07—' mw’é ! )

COHHHI&SiOﬂ*&ppIOV ed tariff provisions regarding service upgrades. On or r about
September 17, 2002, Complainant requested a service upgrade to 600 amps. At the time

of the request, Complainant was informed that Met-Ed’s tariff required a customer
. o ) . . : 7'5 ,Q by e ulm uw?’
requesting service for more than 400 amps to mstall his own underground service cable. 7 g ,; ,,7, LR
| | | N e fpblic !
However, Complamnant refused to upgrade his service equipment, refused to supply and
T dow Y owr pp }1?% Y "”‘\ffa mj?l}f

install the cable, and refused to open a trench. Ky
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14, Met-Ed asserts that its electric retail service tanff is lawful in all

respects. Met-Ed’s tariff was prepared, filed, approved, and unplemcmed in accordance n U' ] f :
W e!
wnh the Public Utility Code, the Comxmsszon s regulations, and applicable law. b?’ Tf’i L1d B3y kY P
MY 115‘
$>- 15, At all times relevant to this Complaint, Met-Ed actcd"‘ reasonably

and in accordance with ltS existing retail tariff, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code and
Joutdated | _

the Conynission’s tegulauons. ;
M{EREFORE Metropolitan Edison Company bereby requests that the

Y A4

Complaint of Edward T. ¢ Toole be dismissed with pre;udzce

&

Respectfully submitted, ; / .
Dated: October 27, 2003 7“74/%&34 [P
: L - Matthew A. Totino —5‘?

RYAN, RUSSELL, OGDEN & SELTZER LLP
800 North Third Street, Suite 101 :
Harrisburg, Pennsylvama 17102-2025

(717) 236-7714

Attorneys for
Metropolitan Edison Company

IW ENT;'}IFJ To ‘3,,0," A:Vf' ~%€ coﬂk"s'l":)’ujo@v)
RI&H?TG my "day ;o coual”
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= COM@NWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANI?;
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Office of Administrative Law Judge IN REPLY PLEASE
P.O. BOX 3265, HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265 REFERTD DURFILE
August 11, 2004 :

In Re: C€-20030854

(SEE ATTACHED LIST)

Edward T. 0'Toole v. Metropolitan Edison Company

Billing / Tariff Dispute

Hearing Notice

This is to 1nform you that a hearing on the above- captioned
case will be held as follows:

Type: Initial Hearihg

bate: Tuesday, September 28, 2004
Time: 1:30 p.m.

nggxign: S Hearing Room 3

- Plaza Level v
Commonwealth Keystone Bu11d1ng
406 North Street
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania

Presiding: Administrative Law Judge Angela T. Jones ‘
‘ P.0. Box 3265 , .
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265
Telephone: (717) 783-5452
Fax: (717) 787-0481

DOCUMENT

OCKETER _
he 'FOLDER

AUG 16 2004




Attention: You may lose the case 7f,you do not come to this
hearing and present facts on the issues raised.

If you intend to file exhibits, 2 copies of all hearing
exhibits to be presented into evidence must be submitted to the
reporter. An additional copy must be furnished to the Presiding
Officer. A copy must also be provided to each party of record.

Individuals representing themselves do not need to be
represented by an attorney. All others (corporation,
partnership, association, trust or governmental agency or
subdivision) must be represented by an attorney. An attorney
representing you should file a Not1ce of Appearance before the
scheduled hearing date. -

If you are a person with a disability, and you wish to
attend the hearing, we may be able to make arrangements for your
special needs. Please call the scheduling office at the Pubiic
Ut111ty Commission:

e Scheduling Office: (717) 787 1399. '
AT&T Relay Service number for persons who are deaf or
hearing-impaired: 1-800-654-5988. ~

pc: Judge Jones
Cherie Pyle
Beth Plantz
Docket Section
Calendar File




Edward T. OToole

VISRENGR S O S 4 13152 Rennoll Road
Glen Rock, Pennsylvania
s " 17327
SECRE 1t « SUREAU e

September 13 2004

Admrmnistrative Law Judge Angela T. Jones
Pennsylvanta Public Utility Commission
Commonwealth Keystone Building

400 North Street, 2% Floor

arrisburg, Peénnsylvania 17120

re;  Edward T. OToole vs Metropolitan Edison Company
Docket No.: C-20030854

i - DOGUMENT
- Dear Judge Jones: | | | o | FOLDER

I have no objection to the request by Metropolitan Edison Company [Met~Ed]
for a rescheduling of the hearing, currently scheduled for Tuesday, September 28, 2004
at 1:3C P.M. before Your Honor in Hearing Room 3.
My “agreement” is primarily as my request for months [years] of certain information
has begn either ignored or fmstratmgly circumnavigated by Met-Ed. Without this data, I am

unable to present a proper “argument” ~and- Met-Ed is well aware of this fact.
It is hereby requested that Your Honor “remind” Met-Ed that ~not only for this hearing, but- as
found in the “tan‘“‘s” Met-Ed is obliged to supply to its “subscriber”, “data” in terms that the
“subscriber” can undarstand.

1 have proffered to Met-Ed that I don’t expect Met-Ed to understand the “language” of
y profasszon, whv is it that Met-Ed fthrough its representatives, of all levels] expects that “the
public” shouid tetally understand:the language [and “billing format”] of Met-Ed.
i have 2ndured insuits and “hang-ups” because I vocalized non-understanding and asked for a
“national grade {5) language” explication. 1 explained that, within their billing(s), the same
wording was used at different locations; even to the numerical costs.  why?
~ Thair ;fespenSe was either irrelevant, nebulous or demeaning (toward me).
Another proffered by Met-Ed [upon one “on-site” visit] by a person who [obviously] had
- no training or knowledge of electricity or electronics was (a) confusion when shown the breaker
box? and {b) because an appliance was present, it therefore HAD TO BE IN USE®.

* did MOT knoww how 10 “reset” a “popped” breaker  * The UNplugged wire & NO outlet available did not matter
‘ : ex.; & SPA that requires 50 amp circuit, had ne wiring anvwhere

Enclosed, is that felt needed for a proper presentation by me.
Feel free to contact me if there are any questions concerning any of these presented.

9



vs Met-Ed = 2004
' REQUEST FOR DATA

For months, even years, I have been requesting of Met-Ed & their predecessors,
orally, by telepnone, as well as written, for a “tabular” breakdown, with full &
complete explanation of each “item”, IF anything at all is received, is copies of
some previous bx’!.;ngs of which is the reason for the request for a “graph-format”
-1 can't understand the bill and I don’t know the “repetitious” entries of which 1
am told are not “repetitious” ~ though the wording [& amount(s)] is the same.
For-the-life-of-me, 1 canNOT understand WHY I am expected to “understand
fully” Met-Ed’s ienguage! 1 dont and never have expected others, not of my
prefession, to "unaerstiand” my terminologies — that’s why I ALWAYS explain;

in 2 Yingo” that the non-medically-patient can understand.

1 also need complete information as to the installation date(s) of:
= Scurrently in use” pole-mounted supply lines, the date(s) repositioned [if at all};
- = "currently in use” transformer, with its “specs” and any “up-grades”;
= why, when the transformer “popped” its “fuse”, the “truck” was not equxpped
to “immediately” replace the fuse;
= Why, when a “dated” transformer is replaced, that “dated” transformer
s “installed” elsewhere — usually at a "new development”; |
= why, up-ﬁradef* “supply” has not been provided, as specified in the “tariffs”;
200 amp service is so INSUFFICIENT for today’s FARM needs;
= why it tock Met-Ed months to “replace” a “broken” meter atmy home
especially: when each month, that meter is “physically” observed;
= why the “pogitive leg” DIFFERS in “supply” from the “negative leg”:
= why the “incoming voitage” differs as much as 10-25 volts dunng each day
glways on the i—uCH side; ;
= Wiy house lights, atc. “can be predicted” as to when they will “flicker” o
“brighten” “aven fluorescent” even at 3:a.m.;
- & (eiectric) clocks frequently “run” FAST! & TV's: Picture alterations
= why UPS {Uninterruptible Power Supply(s)} actually “click” & have “burned”;
= why, reqularly, my computers require “servicing” {in Pa, but not in Md}
 flucrescent light “transformers” require frequently replacement;
= Why, my PHONE LINE has a “higher than" 24v current W amperage increase.
CURRt:N; complete copy of Tariffs =

UN:TIL I receive the “data” requested, it is IMPOSSIBLE for me to “present” a
proper, knowledgeable, competent, viable and complete “argument”.
THIS IS WHAT [& HOW] Met-Ed has always used to triumph in the past!
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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
'VDWAREE T. CTOOLE

Vs

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY

CERTIFICATATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served a true copy of the f'oreygoing document upon

the individuals histad beiew, in accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code 1.54
{relating to service by a participant).

- Service bv First Class Mail, postage prepaid, addressad as follows:

Angele T Jonas ‘ ~ James J. McNulty, Secretary
Administrative Law Judge

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Commonweszlth Keystone Building Commonwealth Keystone Building

>4 Rloor | 2" Floor

A0 North Strest 400 North Street

Harrisburg Pennsvlvania 17120 Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17327

Law Offices: Ryan, Russeﬂ Ogden &Seitzer LLP
Suite J..O.L
830 North Third Street
Hartisburg, Pennsylvania 17102

Cated: September 15, ,.OC}-& / ' J% %%
Fdward 'T. OToole
13152 Rennoll Road
Glen Rock, Pennsylvania
17327
717 235 9366
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; BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

EDWARD T. OTOOLE
v. . Docket No, C-20030854

METROPOLITAN EDISON COMPANY

N %D
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE s \
‘ , ‘ , Q W };&,
I hereby certify that I have this day served a true copy of the Answer and %c’u \ 3
New Matter of Metropolitan Edison Company upon the individuals listed below, in oY
accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54 (relating to service by a AN .
~ parhicipant). - ‘

<

CERTIFICATE QF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served 2 true copy of the foregoing
document(s) of Metropolitan Edison Company upon the individuals listed below, in
accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54 (relating to service by a
participant).

Service by Hand Delivery, addressed as follows:

Angela T. Jones | - James J. McNulty, Secretary

Administrative Law Judge Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Peansylvania Public Utility Commission ~ Commonwealth Keystone Building,
Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2™ Floor '
2* Floor | 400 North Street

400 North Street ‘  Harrisburg, PA 17120

Harnisburg, PA 17120
Service by First Class Mail, postage prepaid, addressed as follows:
Edward T. O'Toole

13152 Renroll Road
Glen Rock, PA 17327




