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BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

THOMAS MCCAREY
Complainant :
v. : DOCKET NOs. C-2017-2615597
: and C-2017-2615980
PECO ENERGY COMPANY
Respondent

PECO ENERGY COMPANY’S OBJECTION TO PETITION TO WITHDRAW,

UNLESS MATERIAL CONDITIONS ARE PLACED UPON THE WITHDRAWAL

The evidentiary hearing in this matter was scheduled for March 12-13, 2018. On March
8, 2018, Complainant Thomas McCarey sent an email to Administrative Law Judge Darlene
Heep in which he stated: “I wish to unequivocally state that I recall my complaint and wish the
court not to be inconvenienced by my not appearing. Please do not call my case as scheduled.
Thank you.” By reply email, ALJ Heep stated: “I will accept this as a Petition to Withdraw and
cancel the scheduled hearing.”

The Commission’s regulations, 52 Pa. Code §5.94, provide that, once a Petition to
Withdraw has been served, other parties to the proceeding may object to such Petition within 10
days. After receipt of such an objection, the presiding officer considers the Petition, the
objection, and the public interest and determines whether the withdrawal will be permitted.

PECO Energy Company ("PECO") believes that the dispute between Mr. McCarey and
itself must be fully and finally resolved at this time. Mr. McCarey’s withdrawal of his complaint
is an important first step toward such final resolution. However, in order to ensure that Mr.
McCarey’s withdrawal effects a final resolution of this matter, PECO believes that it is necessary

to impose two material conditions on that withdrawal. First, in order to ensure that Mr.



McCarey does not later attempt to reinvigorate the instant complaints, the withdrawal must be
with prejudice. Second, Mr. McCarey has a history of filing additional complaints to raise
identical issues, even in the face of dismissals with prejudice. Thus, in order to ensure that Mr.
McCarey does not attempt to open a similar docket notwithstanding dismissal with prejudice
(thus indirectly reinvigorating the instant complaints), the grant of Mr. McCarey’s Petition to
Withdraw should include a condition that Mr. McCarey is not allowed to file any future
complaints that attempt to block PECO’s installation of an AMI meter(s) at his residence and
that, if he does make such a filing, PECO is permitted to proceed with installation of an AMI
meter(s) and/or termination of service, notwithstanding pendency of such a complaint. In
support, thereof, PECO provides background of this controversy, and then establishes four
arguments:
e Mr. McCarey has had a full and fair opportunity to be heard on this complaint, including
the opportunity for an evidentiary hearing
e Although Mr. McCarey is appearing pro se, he is very knowledgeable about Commission
process, and his decision to request permission to withdraw his complaint prior to the
evidentiary hearing should thus be understood as being a fully informed decision
e It would be prejudicial to the Commission, PECO and the public interest to allow Mr.
McCarey to withdraw this complaint and later revive it, and
e The instant complaint should be dismissed with prejudice and, given Mr. McCarey’s
history of filing complaints in the face of dismissals with prejudice, additional protections

against the filing of future complaints are warranted.



L Background

Mr. McCarey’s 2013 Complaint: Although the instant complaints were filed in 2017,
Mr. McCarey has been using the Commission complaint process to fight installation of AMI
meters for many years. Mr. McCarey filed his first complaint on March 4, 2013 at docket
number C-2013-2354862 (the “2013 Complaint,” attached as Exhibit A). In the 2013 Complaint
and attachments to it, Mr. McCarey stated that he was concerned, among other things, about
claimed adverse health effects and privacy/security issues. He further stated that:

* “I'do not want a ‘smart meter’ electric meter on my property.”

* “Ido not appreciate faceless, nameless, bureaucrats imposing a compromise to my
health without even asking me.”

*  “Texpect to keep my analog electric meter for the foreseeable future.”
* PECO is “denied consent for installation and use of any and all ‘Smart Meters.’”

* “Be assured that no smart meter will ever be installed on my property.”

On April 1, 2013, PECO filed Preliminary Objections to the 2013 complaint. On April
13,2013, Administrative Law Judge Joel H. Cheskis granted PECO’s Preliminary Objection and
recommended dismissal of Mr. McCarey’s complaint with prejudice.' On May 6, 2013, Mr.
McCarey filed Exceptions to the Cheskis Initial Decision in which he reiterated his health
concerns and, interestingly, stated: “I refuse a smart meter until 2017 at which time my present

meter will be 15 years old,” (emphasis added) and that “I am refusing permission for PECO to

' ALJ Cheskis’ Initial Decision was issued prior to the seminal Kreider Order, which was the
first time that the Commission allowed AMI/health complaints to proceeding to an evidentiary
hearing. The Kreider Order was issued on January 28, 2016. See Kreider v PECO, P-2015-
2495064, Opinion and Order issued January 28, 2016. Based on the state of law in 2013, ALJ
Cheskis held that Mr. McCarey “would not be entitled to relief under any circumstances as a
matter of law,” and therefore recommended dismissal of his complaint with prejudice.
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install” an AMI. On May 10, 2013, Mr. McCarey filed additional information regarding his
health concerns and stated “I refuse installation of a smart meter on my house.” On June 26,
2013, Mr. McCarey filed additional materials that reiterated his concerns regarding health and
privacy, and which raised a claim that smart meters cause fires. On September 26, 2013, the
Commission issued its Opinion and Order in which it upheld ALJ Cheskis’ Initial Decision and
dismissed Mr. McCarey’s Complaint with prejudice.

Mr. McCarey’s 2015 Complaint: Notwithstanding that his 2013 Complaint had been
dismissed with prejudice, on September 8, 2015, Mr. McCarey filed his second complaint. See
McCarey v PECO, C-2015-2503724 (the “2015 Complaint,” attached as Exhibit B). In the 2015
Complaint and its attachments, Mr. McCarey reiterated his health and privacy concerns, and
stated that he “revoke[d] and den[ied] any all implied, expressed, and/or recorded consent, if any
exists, for the placement and operation of a ‘Smart Meter.”” On October 7, 2015, PECO filed
Preliminary Objections, arguing that these claims should be dismissed as res judicata. On
October 14, 2015, Mr. McCarey filed an Answer to Preliminary Objection in which he stated
that: “I am rejecting an AMI ‘smart meter’ from my home. . . .” and turned his ire on the
Commission itself, alleging that “the PA PUC deliberately misinterpreted HB 2200 . . . I
consider . . . the PA PUC’s actions as legislative overreach, breaching democratic principles of
government . . . . the PUC arbitrarily and capriciously decided to make the meters mandatory
saying that it was the PUC’s ‘BELIEF that the legislators wanted the meters to be mandatory.
In this way the PUC illegally neutralized HB 2200 and imposed their own regulation in its
place.” On November 9, 2015, Administrative Law Judge David A. Salapa noted (Initial
Decision, p. 9) that “The issues in the proceeding docketed at C-2013-2354862 and the

complaint in this proceeding are identical,” and recommended that PECO’s Preliminary
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Objection be granted and that the complaint be dismissed with prejudice on grounds of res
Judicata. On November 28, 2015, Mr. McCarey filed Exceptions, in which he provided
additional information regarding his health, privacy, and fire claims and continued his attack on
the Commission, stating that the Commission’s administrative actions are “willful violations of
the [federal and Pennsylvania] Constitutions” and “infringe upon the Nuremburg Code” -- and
also declaring that he is an “indigenous person” entitled to protections under the United Nations
“Rights of Indigenous People” because he was born in Bryn Mawr, Pennsylvania. On May 19,
2016, the Commission issued an Opinion and Order, upholding (p. 6) ALJ Salapa’s Initial
Decision and dismissing the 2015 Complaint with prejudice on grounds of res judicata because
“[t]he issues raised by the Complainant in this case and the 2013 case are identical.> Mr.
McCarey did not appeal this decision but he did make one further filing with the Commission in
this docket. On June 6, 2016, he filed a single-sentence letter: “I request a hearing with the PA
PUC in regards to my case. Thank you.”

Mr. McCarey’s Participation in the Frompovich Hearing in November 2016: On
November 2-3, 2016, the evidentiary hearing was held in Frompovich v PECO, C-2015-
2474602, which is also an AMI/health case. Mr. McCarey appeared and participated in that
evidentiary hearing as Ms. Frompovich’s “research assistant.” Frompovich Transcript, p. 9. At
the outset of the hearing, ALJ Heep inquired as to the potential length of the hearing, and Mr.
McCarey replied (p. 9): “Your Honor, we have considerable material. Ibelieve it’s going to be

two days.” His projection was correct -- the hearing did take two days, and Mr. McCarey

* This Opinion and Order was issued approximately four months after the Kreider Order. Thus,
even though the Commission was granting hearings to AMI/complainants at the time it entered

the Opinion in Order in Mr. McCarey’s 2015 Complaint, it nonetheless denied him a hearing at
that time and dismissed his complaint with prejudice.
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participated for the full two days, sitting at counsel table and assisting in the presentation of Ms.
Frompovich’s case.

Mr. McCarey’s 2017 Complaints: Notwithstanding that both his 2013 Complaint and
his 2015 Complaint had been dismissed with prejudice (and over six months after he participated
in the Frompovich hearings), on July 24, 2017, Mr. McCarey filed his third complaint. See
McCarey v PECO, C-2017-2615597 (the “2017 Electric Complaint,” attached as Exhibit C). In
the 2017 Electric Complaint and attachments to it, Mr. McCarey reiterated that he is concerned,
among other things, about health, privacy and fires. On July 26, 2017, Mr. McCarey filed his
fourth complaint. See McCarey v PECO, C-2017-2615980 (the “2017 Gas Complaint,” attached
as Exhibit D). In the 2017 Gas Complaint and attachments to it, Mr. McCarey reiterated that he
is concerned, among other things, about health, privacy and fires. On July 21, 2017, Mr.
McCarey filed a letter with the PUC in which he reiterated his health concerns and identified
himself as the contact person for an advocacy group known as Pennsylvania Smart Meter
Awareness, or “PASMA.” On August 9, 2017, PECO moved to consolidate the two open
dockets. On August 25, 2017, Mr. McCarey responded to PECO’s Motion to Consolidate (and
to its Answer and New Matter), and reiterated his health, privacy, and fire concerns. On August
31, 2017, Administrative Law Judge Heep issued an Order consolidating the two matters. On
September 1, 2017, the Commission issued a hearing notice setting this matter for hearing over
six months later, on March 12-13, 2017. On September 7, 2017, ALJ Heep issued a Prehearing

Order in which she set several interim dates for the exchange of information:

a. ON OR BEFORE January 16, 2018, any party wishing to present expert

testimony (medical, technical, etc.) must provide to the other party the name and business

address of that expert and a written summary of the expected testimony of that expert.



b. ON OR BEFORE January 16, 2018, any party wishing to present factual

testimony of any person other than the Complainant must provide to the other party the
name and business address of that person and a written summary of the expected
testimony of that person.

d. ON OR BEFORE March 5, 2018, Complainant and Counsel for PECO are directed to
provide one another with copies of all exhibits and statements to be presented at the

hearing.

On September 7, 2017, Mr. McCarey sent a letter to ALJ Heep acknowledging receipt of
the Hearing Notice. On October 17, 2017, PECO served Mr. McCarey with its standard Set I
discovery, comprised of three questions going to other sources of radio frequency exposure and
requests for medical records. On November 2, 2017, Mr. McCarey answered PECO’s discovery
— but refused to provide any medical records, in part because: “I am experiencing no symptoms
at this time.” (A copy of Mr. McCarey’s discovery responses is attached as Exhibit E.) On
January 16, 2018, PECO served witness reports for its four witnesses: Mr. Bryan Uber and Mr.
Glenn Pritchard, who are PECO employees involved with PECO’s AMI installation process, Dr.
Christopher Davis, who is a Professor of Physics at the University of Maryland, and Dr. Mark
Israel, who is a medical doctor, researcher, and Professor at Dartmouth Medical School. Mr.
McCarey did not provide any witness reports by the designated exchange date or any time
thereafter. On Monday, March 5, 2018, PECO served extensive hearing exhibits on behalf of

the four above-named witnesses; Mr. McCarey did not provide any hearing exhibits.



On Sunday, March 4, 2018, Mr. McCarey sent an email (followed by an identical letter)
to ALJ Heep, in which he stated:
Dear Judge Heep:

This is to inform you that I respectfully decline to appear in PA PUC’s
Administrative Law Court on March 12th and 13, 2018, due to my physical,
mental, and emotional concerns. I witnessed and experienced how other
complainants were treated in the Administrative Law Court.

Apparently, the PUC’s mind has been made up with regard to
microwave/EMF/RF emissions and “ICNIRP-like” science and is not open to
hearing or accepting valid contradictory science, so what is the use of my even
showing up?’

Very truly yours,
Thomas A. McCarey

An email colloquy followed (the email exchange is attached as Exhibit F):

Commission Staff (March 6, 2018): Do you wish to withdraw your complaint? If
not, the matter will be called as scheduled.

Mr. McCarey (March 6): Ido wish to withdraw my complaint. Thank you.

ALJ Heep (March 6): Mr. McCarey, given that your letter is not unequivocal, this
matter will be called for hearing on Monday as scheduled. If you choose not to
appear, as stated in the Pre-hearing Order, the matter can be dismissed.

Mr. McCarey (March 8): Ido wish to unequivocally state that I recall my
complaint and wish the court not to be inconvenienced by my not appearing.

Please do not call my case as scheduled. Thank you.

ALJ Heep (March 8): I will accept this as a Petition to Withdraw and cancel the
scheduled hearing.

Mr. McCarey (March 8): Thank you very much for your assistance.

3 This phrasing parallels the question asked by Ms. Frompovich within minutes of the start of her
evidentiary hearing (Frompovich Transcript, p. 17): “I presume and assume wholeheartedly and
honestly and candidly that this case is going to be manufactured against anybody who is an
opponent to Smart Meters. So why don't I just go home now?”
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II. Argument
1. Mr. McCarey has had a full and fair opportunity to be heard on this complaint,
including the opportunity for an evidentiary hearing

Although Mr. McCarey’s 2013 and 2015 Complaints were dismissed without the
opportunity for hearing, his 2017 Complaints were set for hearing. Moreover, the 2017
Complaints were set for hearing more than seven months after his complaints were filed. This
provided him with ample opportunity to prepare for hearing — especially given the fact that, six
months prior to filing his complaint, Mr. McCarey had participated in the two-day evidentiary
hearing on AMI/health issues in Frompovich, and thus had a full body of research and
preparation from that proceeding on which to build for his own hearing. Per the Prehearing
Order, PECO provided witness reports approximately 10 weeks prior to the hearing, which gave
Mr. McCarey every opportunity to focus his preparation directly on PECO’s positions. And,
notwithstanding Mr. McCarey’s withdrawal, PECO provided its hearing exhibits one week prior
to the scheduled hearing, which was ample time for Mr. McCarey to review those exhibits and
prepare responses and/or cross-examination questions regarding them.

Due process requirements are satisfied when the parties are provided notice and the
opportunity to appear and be heard. See Brown v. PECO Energy Co., no. C-2008-2060121,
Initial Decision at 7 (Pa. P.U.C. May 18, 2009) (Chestnut, J.) (citing Schneider v. Pa. P.U.C.,
479 A.2d 10 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984)). Given the above, there can be no doubt that Mr. McCarey
was given notice of a hearing and a full and fair opportunity to present evidence to support his

case in an evidentiary hearing.



2. Although Mr. McCarey is appearing pro se, he is very knowledgeable about
Commission process, and his decision to request permission to withdraw his
complaint prior to the evidentiary hearing should thus be understood as being a
fully informed decision
The 2017 Complaints are Mr. McCarey’s third and fourth forays into the Commission’s

formal complaint process with respect to his own residence, and he participated at length in the
Frompovich hearing. Collectively, during those experiences, Mr. McCarey was fully engaged
with and fully utilized Commission process, filing or serving complaints, Answers to Preliminary
Objections, Exceptions, letters, discovery answers and Petitions, and attending and participating
in a multi-day evidentiary hearing. He has thus demonstrated a full awareness of the
Commission’s procedures as a whole. Moreover, with respect to the instant Petition to
Withdraw, Your Honor ascertained that Mr. McCarey’s withdrawal was unequivocal. Given Mr.
McCarey’s extensive experience with Commission procedure and his clear and articulate
statement that he unequivocally wished to withdraw his complaint and that he understood that by
doing so he would not have a hearing, his withdrawal must be understood as being a fully
informed decision.

3. It would be prejudicial to the Commission, PECO and the public interest to allow
Mr. McCarey to withdraw this complaint and later revive it
PECO prepared extensively for this hearing. Four witnesses — two PECO employees, and

two outside experts from cities other than Philadelphia - reviewed Mr. McCarey’s filings,
reviewed scientific and medical research related to his claims, prepared written witness reports
and hearing exhibits, and spent time preparing for direct and cross-examination. Three attorneys

— two in-house attorneys and one outside counsel from a city other than Philadelphia — spent

substantial time assisting in those efforts, as well as preparing pleadings and preparing both
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direct and cross questions for witnesses. Each of the witnesses and lawyers managed their
calendar to meet the various interim service deadlines of the Prehearing Order, and to make
themselves available in Philadelphia at the time and date of the scheduled hearing. This required
a significant expenditure of PECO resources to prepare for the scheduled hearing.

Moreover, if Mr. McCarey were to be allowed to have an evidentiary hearing at some
future date, much of that preparation work would have become stale, and would need to be
repeated. The PECO team would need to review any future claims by Mr. McCarey and
respond to them through such filings as required by the Commission; its experts would need to
refresh their review of the scientific and medical research; new or updated witness reports and
hearing exhibits would need to be created; new discovery questions would need to be crafted;
calendars would need to again be managed, and dates be held. Such a second preparation period
would also be substantial, even building upon the recent effort.

Moreover, Your Honor has scheduled evidentiary hearings in all of the remaining
AMI/health cases by May 1, 2018 — a schedule that will allow both the Commission’s resources
and PECO’s resources to be devoted to careful and focused examination of AMI/health issues for
a defined period of time, creating judicial efficiencies in the resolution of these matters. Any
future proceeding involving Mr. McCarey would fall outside of that efficient period, and would
thus impose additional and unwarranted costs on both the Commission and PECO.

Finally, PECO has been engaged in litigation of AMI/health issues since 2012, and in
evidentiary hearings for more than two years since the Kreider Order was issued. See Kreider v
PECO, P-2015-2495064, Opinion and Order issued January 28, 2016.) While the Commission
decided in Kreider that it would allow evidentiary hearings on AMI/health issues, the public

interest requires that those who wish such a hearing must actively participate in those hearings so
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that the proceedings may be brought to a close. Any later revival of the McCarey complaints
would violate that public interest concern.

4. The instant complaint should be dismissed with prejudice and, given Mr.
McCarey’s history of filing complaints in the face of dismissals with prejudice,
additional protections against the filing of future complaints are warranted
Once the PUC meets its due process obligations by scheduling a requested hearing, the

burden falls upon the parties to appear and participate in the hearing. Section 332 of the

Pennsylvania Public Utility Code states:
Any party who shall fail to be represented at a scheduled conference or hearing
after being duly notified thereof, shall be deemed to have waived the
opportunity to participate in such conference or hearing, and shall not be
permitted thereafter to reopen the disposition of any matter accomplished thereat,
or to recall for further examination of witnesses who were excused, unless the
presiding officer shall determine that failure to be represented was unavoidable

and that the interests of the other parties and the public would not be prejudiced
by permitting such reopening or further examination.

This statutory framework is implemented in the Commission’s regulations. 52 Pa. Code
§ 5.245(a)(1) states that “(a) after being notified, a party who fails to be represented at a
scheduled conference or hearing in a proceeding will: (1) Be deemed to have waived the
opportunity to participate in the conference or hearing.” See also Mumma v. PPL Elec. Util.
Corp., No. C-00014869 (Jan. 24, 2002) (“It is well-established law that once timely notice of a
hearing and the opportunity to be heard have been provided, it is the responsibility of the parties
to be present and participate in the hearing.”)

Mr. McCarey did not appear for his scheduled hearing. When a prior AMI complainant

failed to appear for scheduled evidentiary hearings, Your Honor dismissed her complaint with

prejudice and the Commission adopted Your Honor’s Initial Decision. See, e.g., Walsh v PECO,
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C-2016-2538015, Initial Decision issued July 19, 2017; Final Order entered January 5, 2018. In
the instant proceeding, it is even more appropriate to dismiss with prejudice, given Mr.
McCarey’s extensive knowledge and experience with Commission procedure and his informed
withdrawal of his complaint.

However, Mr. McCarey’s history shows that dismissal with prejudice will not be
sufficiently protective because, as both the 2015 and 2017 Complaints demonstrate, he is willing
to file complaints that articulate identical claims even after prior complaints are dismissed with
prejudice. At some point in the future — shortly after resolution of the instant proceeding —
PECO will move to install an AMI meter at the McCarey residence. If he refuses access to allow
AMI installation, PECO will send termination notice(s) and, if he does not comply, PECO will
terminate his service until he provides such access. PECO is concerned that, when it follows that
path, Mr. McCarey will again attempt to block installation by filing yet another complaint or
complaints with the PUC. And, pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §56.92, once a complaint is filed PECO
cannot send a termination notice or terminate service “if the subject matter of the dispute forms
the grounds for the proposed termination.” Unless PECO is granted future protections against
this potential iterative use of the complaint process, Mr. McCarey could conceivably file a series
of complaints over time, each of which would, until resolved, make it impossible for PECO to
pursue installation of an AMI meter (a process that relies upon the possibility of termination for
failure to provide access to install an AMI meter as an integral part of the installation process).

Of course, in the event that Mr. McCarey files a future complaint, PECO can file a
Preliminary Objection for res judicata (as it did in 2015). But that does not solve PECO’s
concern. In the 2015 Complaint proceeding, the complaint was filed on September 9, 2015;

PECO filed a res judicata preliminary objection immediately; and the final Commission Order
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was issued on Mary 19, 2016 — more than seven months after the Complaint was filed. If
additional protections are not put in place, Mr. McCarey could indefinitely keep complaints open
by the expedient of filing identical complaints every six months or so, thus perpetually restarting
a never-ending Commission review of his identical claims, each ending months later in a
dismissal of his complaint for res judicata. In the absence of further protections, each such
complaint would make it impossible for PECO to terminate his service for failure to provide
access to allow his meter to be exchanged. He should not be allowed to do this.

The Commission has the power to implement special procedures to protect against abuses
and potential abuses of the Complaint process. See, Agnes Manu, et al v. AT&T
Communications of Pennsylvania, Inc.; the Bell Telephone Company of Pennsylvania, Inc. &
Philadelphia, Electric Company, Inc. Docket Numbers F-09020141, C-00935014, C-00934970,
(Opinion and Order entered May 9, 2004), Albert Dinion v. Duquesne Light Company, 91 Pa.
PUC 550 (1998), Sherry Seidenstricker v. Metropolitan Edison Company, F-2008-2019388,
(Final Order entered July 28, 2009).

Specifically, when the Commission seeks to address the potential of iterative filings that
could constitute an abuse of process, the Commission may preclude a party from filing further
informal and formal complaints. In a recent PECO case, the Commission prohibited a customer
from filing additional informal and formal complaints where the customer had filed the
complaint to avoid collection activity. In Julie McCrey v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No.
C-2015-2501451 (Initial Decision entered January 2, 2018), Administrative Law Judge Eranda
Vero ruled that Ms. McCrey was “precluded from filing further informal and formal complaints

pertaining to her account with PECO” because she had “abused the system by using its
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provisions to prevent termination of service.” The Commission issued a Final Order on March 1,
2018, adopting ALJ Vero’s Initial Decision.

In the instant proceeding, PECO respectfully submits that the Commission should dismiss
Mr. McCarey’s complaint with prejudice and also enter an order that he is prohibited from filing
additional informal or formal complaints arising from PECQO’s attempt to install an AMI electric
meter or gas module at his residence, or to prevent service termination for failure to give access
to install the meter.

Moreover, PECO submits that, even if such an order is entered, there remains a material
possibility that Mr. McCarey will file a complaint in violation of that order. PECO therefore
respectfully requests that the Commission grant it a waiver of 52 Pa. Code §56.92 so that, in the
event Mr. McCarey files another complaint, PECO may nonetheless send termination notices

and/or terminate service during the pendency of such a complaint.
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WHEREFORE, PECO Energy respectfully requests that this Honorable Commission
dismiss Mr. McCarey’s formal complaint with prejudice for failure to prosecute and enter an
Order that:

¢ prohibits Mr. McCarey from filing additional informal or formal complaints to halt
installation of the AMI meter or threatened service termination for failure to give access
to install the meter; and
o grants PECO a waiver of 52 Pa. Code §56.92 so that, if Mr. McCarey does file such a
complaint, PECO may nonetheless proceed with termination notices, termination, and/or
installation of an AMI meter notwithstanding such a complaint.
Respectfully Submitted,

by ) L34

Ward L. Smith

Shawane L. Lee

Counsel for PECO Energy Company
2301 Market Street, S23-1
Philadelphia, PA 19103

Direct Dial: 215.841.6863

Fax: 215.568.3389
ward.smith@exeloncorp.com
Shawane.Lee @exeloncorp.com

March 13, 2018
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BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

THOMAS MCCAREY
Complainant :
\A : DOCKET NOs. C-2017-2615597
: and C-2017-2615980
PECO ENERGY COMPANY
Respondent

VERIFICATION

I, Ward Smith, hereby declare that I am counsel for PECO Energy Company; that as such
I'am authorized to make this verification on its behalf; that the facts set forth in the foregoing
Pleading are true to the best of my knowledge, information and belief, and that I make this
verification subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904 pertaining to false statements to

authorities.

/‘/_-c/ //&

Ward L. Smith

Date: March 13, 2018
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BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

THOMAS MCCAREY
Complainant :
V. : DOCKET NOs. C-2017-2615597
: and C-2017-2615980
PECO ENERGY COMPANY
Respondent

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Ward Smith, hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of PECO Energy
Company's Motion to Dismiss in the above matter upon all interested parties by email and

overnight mail to:

Thomas McCarey

285 Dayleview Road
Berwyn, PA 19312

tom _mccarey @yahoo.com

(i) L

Ward L. Smith

Counsel for PECO Energy Company
2301 Market Street, S23-1
Philadelphia, PA 19103

Direct Dial: 215.841.6863

Fax: 215.568.3389

Ward.smith @exeloncorp.com
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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Formal Complaint Form RECEIVE D

Please print in ink or type. MAR 4_., 2013
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
1. CUSTOMER (COMPLAINANT) INFORMATION SECRETARYS SunILS

Your name, mailing address, county, telephone number, utility account number and service
address:

Name _THOMAS, A. AClAREY / MALeery A. MOty
street/P.0.Box_2-8S DAY LE VICa/ @y
Gy BEOWNN g P zp 122 ~12.0)
County_ SHYESTETZ

Daytime Telephone Number Where We Can Contact You: ((b"o) b 4‘, -7 q (/ 7
&‘ow_wcaulre 7@ Y a oo | com

E-mail Address {optional):

933 — o206

Utility Account Number
{from your bill)

if your complaint involves utility service provided to a different address than your malling
address, please list this information below.

Name M '4‘
Street/P.O. Box
City State Zip

FULL NAME OF UTILITY COMPANY (RESPONDENT):

FECO ENERGCY / ereLron

TYPE OF UTIUTY (check one)

l§( ELECTRIC O  sTeaM HEAT
0O oeas 0  WASTE WATER
O water 0  MOTOR CARRIER
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O TeLerHONE (e.g., taxi, moving company, limousine)
(local, long distance)

4. COMPLAINT (check one)

In general, what is your complaint?

| want to oppose the company’s proposed rate increase.

There are incorrect charges on my bill.

There is a reliability, safety or quality problem with my utility service.
| received a notice that my utility service is being terminated.

| would like a payment agreement.

Y ooooao?e?

Other (explain).

8. State the facts of your complaint.
Include any specific dates, times or places that may be important. if the complaint is about a bill,

tell us about any charges that you believe are not correct. Use additional paper if you need more
space. Provide copies of all relevant documents you believe will support your complaint.

See ATRAAED
RECEIVED

MAR 4 _ 2013

PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
SECRETARY'S BUREAU
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How do you want your complaint to be resolved? Use additional paper if you need more space.

681739
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PROTECTION FROM ABUSE

Answer the following question if your complaint is against a natural gas distribution utility, an
electric distribution utility or a water distribution utility AND your complaint is about a billing
problem, a request to receive service, a security deposit request, termination of service or a
request for a payment agreement.

Has a court granted a “Protection from Abuse” order for your personal safety or welfare?

ves O

o
PRIOR UTILITY CONTACT

Answer the following question only if you are a residential customer and your complaint is
against an electric distribution utility, natural gas distribution utility or a water distribution utility.

Have you spoken to a utllity company representative about this complaint?
YES (includes appeals of BCS determinations) %‘
NO (]

if you tried to, but could not speak to a utility company representative about your complaint,

RECEIVED

MAR 4 _ 2013

PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
SECRETARY'S BUREAU

LEGAL REPRESENTATION {IF ANY)

If you are represented by a lawyer in this matter you must provide your lawyer's name, address,
telephone number, and e-mail address, if known.

Lawyer’s Name

Street _
City State Zip —

Area Code/Phone Number

Rev. July 2007
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661739

_ E-mail Address (If Known)

VERIFICATION AND SIGNATURE

You must print or type your name below on the line provided for the verification paragraph, and
you must sign and date (in ink) this form on the lines provided.

Verification:
! " Hods A, MUcedriy , hereby state that the facts obove

set forth are true and correct (or are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information
and belief] and that | expect to be able to prove the same at a hearing held in this matter. |
understand that the statements herein are made subject to the penaities of 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904

(relating to unsworn falsification to authorities).

W o'z.‘ wlzo3
(Signature) {Date)

RECEIVED

Title of authorized employee or officer

FILING MAR 4 _ 2013
PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Please return the completed form to one of the addresses listed below: SECRETARY'S BUREAU
if using U.S. Postal Service: If using overnight delivery service:
Secretary Secretary
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
P.O. Box 3265 400 North Street
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265 Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2™ Floor
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Facsimiles and/or electronic filings of the complaint will not be accepted.

if you have any questions ahout filling out this form, please contact the Secretary’s Bureau at
717-772-7777.

Keep a copy of your complaint for your records.

10
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Thomas A. McCarey/Margery H. McCarey
285 Dayleview Road

B P ivania 19312-1201
Chesler County RECEIVED

(610) 644-7947 .
om_m 0.com MAR 4 _ 2013

PECO Account #69633-00206

PECO Energy PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Utlmy Type Electric SECRETARY'S BUREAU
Dear Commissioners:

| do not want a "smart meter" electric meter on my property.

There is an illusion that installing a wireless smart grid is more cost effective than

wiring smart meters. In Connecticut:

' "The pilot results [of installing "smart meters“] showed no beneficlal impact on total
snergy usage,” Attorney General George Jepsen said. “And, the savings that were
seen in the pilot were limited to certain types of customers and would be far
outweighed by the cost of installing the new metsr systems,” he said.' The resuits will

be the same in Pennsyivania.

It is far more energy efficient to transmit data over fiberoptic cables, or even
copper wires than to transmit it wirelessly, according to a Swiss study wireless
transmission takes 3 times as much energy. It is essential that the PUC and others

pushing transmitting meters see this
information.nttgzlm.lmﬁhmagg'ng.goMOOSI@Igmmgig-enemygf-dgg’ ital-

technology.htmi#more

The wireless goal is to blanket the state, and it creates a complexity of problems
with literally everything the wireless frequencies touch. These RF EMFs go
through walls, roofs, people, infrastructure, everything in ecosystems and will bring
unrealized consequencies including liabilities. The meter program is well intended
but will not address Pennsylivania's energy problems. Pennsylvania building
exposure to solar EMFs will cause the buildings to generate extreme heat and the
utilities are responding to the symptoms with massive energy waste reacting to the

symptoms.

Pennsylvania is dealing with their building solar exposure with paints, finishes or
shade and will immediately knock massive energy waste off the challenged
electrical grids without re-inventing the wheel. Air conditioning is really
refrigeration being used because the building has become a source of extreme
heat, and the "smart meter" radiation will make the situation much worse.

I do not appreciate faceless, nameless bureaucrats imposing a compromise to my

about:blank 2/10/2013
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" health without even asking me. There has been a virtual media blackout on the
dangers of "smart meters.”

It is very important for the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (PUC) to
understand that even though safety standards on wireless exposure are based on
decades of scientific literature, science was missing linking the frequencies to
adverse health effects.

The FCC and other international govering bodies adopted the Specific
Absorption Rate(SAR) for limits of human exposure. The SAR test didn't consider
the smart meter routers, relays, collectors, antennas or that humans are bio
electric.

As a result of the missing science in the SAR test, the PUC only addressed the
smart meter as an end use device and state in their safety sheet that a short
distance from the meter keeps you safe. The average coverage area of the smart
meter router is 5 sq. miles and one collector 125 sq. miles. If you are in the
coverage area, a short distance from the meter is irrelevant.

To revise safety standards a draft bill was introduced by a U.S. Member of
Congress to update the Specific Absorption Rate. As soon as they add the errors
or omissions in the SAR test, the frequencies will be illegal as applied.

Wireless “smart® meters emit radio-frequency microwave radiation (called “RF"),
similar to that used by cell phones and wifi routers. The transmissions from “smart”
meters go on day and night, and are not directly related to the amount or time of
household usage. This frequency is part of the range of frequencies recently
placed in the category “possible human carcinogen” by the World Heaith
Organization (May 2011).

Public health professionals and scientists have been concerned about human
exposure to this type of low-level radiation for some time now. But a “smart” meter
is an RF emitter that | have no control over. There is no “off* switch, nor can |
move it to a different location in my home. Recent information comfirms suspicions
that at least 90% of the RF emitted by the "smart® meters is NOT transmitting
electrical usage data, but is part of the “mesh network" talking to itself, and
includes a lot of redundant “chatter” between my meter and other meters. This is
for the convenience of PECO, and its effects on me (and other living things)
apparently were not even considered when they were designing the mesh

network.

Funding and deployment of the "smart grid gold rush" has vastly outstripped the
federal government's ability to develop meaningful privacy and security standards
and regulations within one of the nation's most critical infrastructures. The Federal
mandate was only to offer each individual residents the option of having a “smart®

about:blank 2/10/2013
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" meter. Where is the letter from PECO asking me if | want a "smart meter?"
PECO's easement clause allows them access to their equipment, for meter-

reading and maintenance. But
| call into question whether installation of the "smart® meter—which includes

telecommunications equipment and marks an unprecedented change in
metering, blanketing my home in a class 2B carcinogen—actually qualifies as

“maintenance”!

| expect to keep my analog electric meter for the forseeable future. | further
expect the PUC to inform and protect the people of Pennsyivania. Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

Thomas A. McCarey

RECEIVED

MAR 4 _ 2013

PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
SECRETARY'S BUREAU

about:blank 2/10/2013



Page 1 of 4

Thomas A. McCarey
285 Dayleview Road
Berwyn, Pennsylvania 19312

o RECEIVED

PECO

Pennsyivania Public Utility Commission .
Tredyffrin Township Supervisors MAR 4 _ 2013
Chester County Commissioners PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Warren Kampf SECRETARY'S BUREAU
Andrew Dinniman

Governor Corbett

NOTICE OF NO CONSENT TO TRESPASS AND SURVEILLANCE, NOTICE OF
LIABILITY

Be advised, you and all other parties are hereby denied consent for installation and use
of any and all “Smart Meters" or any other surveillance and activity monitoring device, or
devices, at the above property. Installation and use of any surveillance and activity
monitoring device that sends and receives communications technology is hereby
refused and prohibited. Informed consent is legally required for installation of any
surveillance device and any device that will collect and transmit private and personal
data to undisclosed and unauthorized parties for undisclosed and unauthorized
purposes. Authorization for sharing of personal and private information may only be
given by the originator and subject of that information. That authorization is hereby
denied and refused with regard to the above property and all its occupants. *Smart
Meters” violate the law and cause endangerment to residents by the following factors:

1. They individually identify electrical devices inside the home and record when they are
operated causing invasion of privacy.

2. They monitor household activity and occupancy in violation of rights and domestic
security.

3. They transmit wireless signals which may be intercepted by unauthorized and
unknown parties. Those signals can be used to monitor behavior and occupancy and
they can be used by criminals to aid criminal activity against the occupants.

4. Data about occupant's daily habits and activities are collected, recorded and stored in
permanent databases which are accessed by parties not authorized or invited to know
and share that private data by those whose activities were recorded.

5. Those with access to the smart meter databases can review a permanent history of
household activities complete with calendar and time-of-day metrics to gain a highly
invasive and detailed view of the lives of the occupants.

6. Those databases may be shared with, or fall into the hands of criminals, blackmailers,
corrupt law enforcement, private hackers of wireless transmissions, power company
employees, and other unidentified parties who may act against the interests of the
occupants under metered surveillance.

about:blank 2/11/2013
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7: “Smart Meters” are, by definition, surveillance devices which violate Federal and State
wiretapping laws by recording and storing databases of private and personal activities
and behaviors without the consent or knowledge of those people who are monitored.

8: It is possible for example, with analysis of certain “Smart Meter” data, for unauthorized
and distant parties to determine medical conditions, sexual activities, and physical
locations of persons within the home, vacancy patterns and personal information and
habits of the occupants.

9. Your company has not adequately disclosed the particular recording and transmission
capabilities of the smart meter, or the extent of the data that will be recorded, stored and
shared, or the purposes to which the data will and will not be put.

10. Electromagnetic and Radio Frequency energy contamination from smart meters
exceeds allowable safe and healthful limits for domestic environments as determined by
the EPA and other scientific programs.

11. Smart meters can be hacked and will be hacked. The small CPU in these meters
cannot protect itself as good as a home PC can, and home PCs are well known for
being compromised. By deploying these in the millions with the same exact software and
hardware they become a huge target and will endanger the community if an attacker can
switch the power on and off from remote in mass. This makes these Smart Meters
dangerous and a liability to the ratepayers who would have to ultimately pay for any
damage.

12. Smart meters are not protected from EMP attacks, large EMPs or localized EMPs as
simple as a kid with a battery and a coil (Electro Magnetic Pulse).

13. Disabling the receiver will not prevent other forms of *hacks®. For example a
malicious attacker could confuse the internal CPU, reset it, change random memory
locations, change the KWH reading, force a power disconnect, or completely disable a
smart meter with a simple coil of wire and a small battery. This can't happen with a
mechanical meter. It is well known that a wide EMP can take out car computers; smart
meters will now make that possible on the city wide electric infrastructure.

14. A thief or burglar could the same EMP or hacking methods to tum off the house
power even if the electrical switch box is locked.

15. Encryption of data is irrelevant due to well known “Tempest” attacks; see
en.wikipedia.org/wiki TEMPEST where an attacker monitors internal electrical switching
signals of a CPU or other internal components from a distance. Governments have
developed standards covering this. Compromising emanations are defined as
unintentional intelligence-bearing signals which, if intercepted and analyzed, may
disclose the information transmitted, received, handled, or otherwise processed by any
information-processing equipment, like in Smart Meters. This would violate customers'
privacy and any privacy policy the power company has at this time.

16. Turning off the RF transmitter is irrelevant due to the well-known “Tempest” attacks,
the RF wireless transmitter is not needed in these attacks and disabling the RF
transmitter completely negates any advantages of these Smart Meters or their costs
anyway.

17. Data about an occupant'’s daily habits and activities are collected, recorded and
stored in permanent databases which can be accessed by parties not authorized or
invited to know and share that private data by those whose activities were recorded.
This can be done by cyber-attacks or disgruntled employees and has been done before
where the attacked company may not know of the intrusion for months.

about:blank 2112013
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18. The power company has not adequately disclosed the encryption or security
methods to the public. The source code to any data encryption must be open source and
peer reviewed by the security community at large in order to be as secure as is currently
possible. Security by obscurity is no security at all.

19. Previously it was "fair” that the power company had to go to a lot of trouble to adjust
the mechanical meter to read more than it should since they had to come out to do it
manually. People can’t modify the mechanical meter because it's locked up; the power
company probably won't do it because it's just too costly, and so that was “fair enough”.
Now with the smart meters they can change it anytime they wish by remote and with
little risk that the customer will know. Why should customers trust a company that only
has profits and stock price in mind? With possible modification of computer code or
measurement values / ratios from remote, who will overlook them? Who will ever know?
This is an unfair practice and a liability to the ratepayers.

20. The power company has misled the public and the Public Utility Commission by
leaving out publicly available facts and information regarding smart meters. There are
many downsides to this new technology that the power company has not presented to
the general public or the Public Utility Commission. Information is slanted and doesn't
address the negative issues fully.

21. Smart meter installation is not mandatory. The Public Utilities Commission only gave
permission to install the meters. There is no forced mandate. The PUC has no such
delegated authority from the People to make a forced mandate. If they did make a
forced mandate, it's clearly null and void on its face. The Energy Policy Act of 2005
really only covers Federal areas within the limited jurisdiction of the
CONSTITUTIONALLY LIMITED United States Government, even if it did apply, it also
only mandates that a power company “offer” smart meters to the public, upon customer
request. Any suggestion by the power company to customers that smart meters are
mandatory is a false statement, fraudulent, and false commercial speech which is
punishable by law and also opens the power company to liability via lawsuit.

22. The power company has no delegated authority from the People to install a security
risking, privacy invading, health threatening, hackable, unfair billing, or wide power grid
security threatening device on anyone's property.

23. Smart meters by default are not programmed to “run backwards”, like the current
mechanical meters do now. Making it harder for people to go “green” with solar panels
or wind turbines using a low cost Grid Tie Inverter. The PUC has shown the intent over
and over of encouraging the public to go “green”, the power company's website and
public disclosures show intent in this direction. The PUC allows the power company to
charge an extra fee for "green projects”. Smart meters go against the PUC's intent and
the public interest by making it more difficult for people to install smali solar or “green
power” installations and gain KWH “credits” in power that they can use at a later time.
24. it is well known to electronic and computer engineers that a high voitage spike, such
as a nearby lightning strike, or EMP can change memory bits in normal memory or
EEPROM memory (Electronically Programmable Memory that is non-volatile) by adding
extra electrons to the small memory cells. This can change internal smart meter settings
like the KWH calibration data or other settings that may change the rate of power
charged without the customer or power company ever knowing about it. This can't
happen with a mechanical meter. _
25. Installation of a smart meter will lower this property’s value due to all the stated

about:blank 2/1172013
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issues and controversy. This could subject ALL the ratepayers to higher rates due to
lawsuit claims for value lost. The power company has no delegated authority from the
People to use its easement or install equipment in a way that will lower property values
or make a property less desirable to a buyer.

| demand an immediate stop to the installation of all Smart Meters until all issues are
resolved, the Smart Meters to be removed at customers request with no extra charge,
an opt-in only for customers who are properly and fully informed and that must have this
technology for their own specific need. This is in the public’s best interest.

| demand an immediate investigation into these issues by the Public Utilities
Commission.

| demand that the Public Utilities Commission immediately order the power company to
fully inform all customers of ALL the known facts, including complaints and downsides of
this technology within 30 days.

| reserve the right to amend this notice and complaint at any time, this is not a complete
list of concerns since this technology is new and new information is being found every
day. Concerns listed here are not in any particular order.

I forbid, refuse and deny consent of any installation and use of any monitoring,
eavesdropping, and surveillance devices on my property, my place of residence and my
place of occupancy. That applies to and includes *Smart Meters” and surveillance and
activity monitoring devices of any and all kinds. Any attempt to install any such device
directed at me, other occupants, my property or residence will constitute trespass,
stalking, wiretapping and unlawful surveillance and endangerment of health and safety,
all prohibited and punishable by law through criminal and civil complaints. All persons,
govemment agencies and private organizations responsible for installing or operating
monitoring devices directed at or recording my activities, which | have not specifically
authorized in writing, will be fully liable for any violations, intrusions, harm or negative
consequences caused or made possible by those devices whether those negative
consequences are justified by “law” or not..

This is legal notice. After this delivery the liabilities listed above may not be denied or
avoided by parties named and implied in this notice. Civil Servant immunities and
protections do not apply to the installation of smart meters due to the criminal violations
they represent.

Notice to principal is notice to agent and notice to agent is notice to principal. All rights
reserved.

Sincerely yours, REC E IVED

MAR 4 _ 2013

Thomas A. McCarey PA PUSBélcg ggg{; ggmlgsxo:v
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT ~ OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL ATTORNEY
‘GENERAL GEORGE JEPSEN

JEPSEN URGES STATE REGULATORS TO REJECT

CL&P'S PLAN TO REPLACE ELECTRIC METERS

For Immediate Release TUESDAY FEB. 8, 2011
HARTFORD - Connecticut Light & Power Co.’s plan to replace existing electric meters
with advanced technology would be very expensive and would not save enough
electricity for its 1.2 million customers to justify the expense, Attorney General George
Jepsen said Tuesday.
Jepsen made the comments in a brief filed Tuesday with the state Department of Public
Utility Control, which is reviewing CL&P's request to replace all existing meters with
"advanced meter infrastructure.” The company also asked regulators to guarantee that
the company will be allowed to recover its full cost of installation before the department
actually evaluates what the costs actually were and whether those costs were
reasonable.
"CL&P’s proposal would force the company’s ratepayers to spend at least $500 million
on new meters that are likely to provide few benefits in return,” Jepsen said. He urged
the regulators to “continue to evaluate emerging meter system technologies as well as
other conservation programs” and only approve installation of the advanced meters
when they are cost effective.
To evaluate the technical capabilities and reliability of the advanced metering system,
state regulators previously approved a limited study of 10,000 meters. Between June 1
and Aug. 31, 2009, CL&P tested the meters on 1,251 residential and 1,186 small
commercial and industrial customers, who volunteered and were paid for their
participation in the study. The company reported its results to the DPUC on Feb. 25,
2010.
"The pilot results showed no beneficial impact on total energy usage," Jepsen said.
"And, the savings that were seen in the pilot were limited to certain types of customers
and wouid be far outweighed by the cost of installing the new meter systems," he said.
Also, the existing meters, installed between 1994 and 2005, have a useful life of 20
years and replacing them early would incur additional costs for customers, Jepsen said.
Assistant Attorneys General Michael C. Wertheimer and John S. Wright are representing
Jepsen before the DPUC.
#HHE
CONTACT: Susan E. Kinsman, susan.kinsman(@ct.gov; 860-808-5324; 860-478-9581 (cell)

RECEIVED

MAR 4 _ 2013

PA PUBUC UTTLITY Ciym agy
S A%
SECRETARY S gun O
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Public Health Threatened By Rapidly Increasing Exposure To
High Frequency Electromagnetic Radiation

The Issucs:

1) Radically ipcreasing evervday exposure to ndlofrgggug radiation, including the very high
frequency radiowaves known as microwaves.

e The increased cxpusure comes from two uvarclated sources.
o One: transmittcd radiolrequency radiation from devices such as WiFi, cellphones. wircless
baby monitors, DECT cordless phones. and cell towers, none of which were present in the
1970’s and are unavoidablc today.
o Two: high frequencics. or clectrical pollution, into the radiolrequency range present on
building wiring Irom poorty cngineered clectronics and encrgy cfficient lighting which only
began widespread usc in the late 1970's.

2) Lack of adequate safety standards.
e EPA does not protect the public health.(1,2) There s no truc safety standard duc to political

pressure from an industry group in the 1990s,
o Radiofrequency radiation threatens human health and our bee, bat and bird populations and

the EPA does nothing. (3.4,5,6.7,8,9.10,11.12,13,14,15,16.17)

e There are no comprehensive conservative safcty standards designed to safeguard the public
health during the continuvus expusures to radiofrequency radiation experienced in daily life.
(1,2)

o Our current FCC “safcty™ standards arc designed solely to protect a 6 it 185 Ib man from
tissue heating during a short (6 minutce) cxposure.

o Our current FCC “'safcty™ standards arc not designed to protect cven a 6 ft man lrom
biological cfTcets during a continuous cxposure,

o None of'the transmitter tcchnology has been subjected to rigorous health studics as is
required for drugs. in spite of its usc resulting in involuntary exposure for an uninformed
non-conscating population.

o Nor has any post-markcting public hcalth surveillance been implemented.

e There are NO safety standards to safeguard the public health from cxposure to high
frequencies on building wiriag, resulting in widcspread availability of dungerous consumer
products including:

o Compact fluorescent light bulbs and other fluorescent lights with clectronic ballasts.
o Dimmer switchcs, variable speed motors, clc.
o Inventers, including thosc on wind turbines and solar systcms.

o Safe clectrical devices could be caginecred if the proper stundards were in place.

3) Ev ay ex to raudiof radiation threaten our publi
e Since the 1970’s many discase rutes have skyrocketed, including rates of I\|Ih(.‘lmu’ s Discase,
multiple sclerosis . asthma, diabetes, and autism. Studics show a rclationship to radiofrequency
exposures.(6,11.12.13.14)
e Overcxposare to radiofrequency radiation can cause radiofrequency sickness (aka radiowave
or microwave sickness) in susceptible people. It bas very real and disabling health
effects.(3,4,5)



o Information about radiofrcquency sickness can be found at www glectricalpollution.com.

¢ Exposure to radiofrequency radiation has very real and threatening health effects in the long-
term for a majority of the population.
© More information can be found at www,bioinitialive.org, a report by leading rescarchers.
o Detrimental biological cffects, distinct (rom tissue heating cffects, have been extensively
documented in studics at a range of different frequencics and at levels far below the current
United States safety standard and providc a mechanistic basis for health efTects.(6)
© A recent Swedish public health study suggcests a link between the decline in public health

and cellphones.(7)

o High frequency signals on power lincs also cause illness. Sce www.clectricaipollution.com,
© Milham and Morgan lound a dosc-response relationship between high frequencies present
on building wiring and cuncer.(9) Recent analysis of historicul epidemiological duta
indicates a relationship to cancer., diabetes, heart discase, and suicide.(10)
© Removing high frequencies on building wiring has improved MS symptoms, blood sugar
levels, asthma, sleep quality. teacher health, headaches, ADD, and numerous other health
problems.(11.12,13)
© Technical papers provide a solid electrical and biomolccular basis for these eltects. (18,19)
* Transients and communications signals on wircs induce much strongcer current
density levels in the human body than docs the powerlinc 60Hz signal.
® The induced currents disturb normal intercellular communications. causing harmful
long-tcrm and short-tcrm cffects.
© Technical information neccssary to properly measure the clectrical pollution levels on
building wiring can be found on the Technical page at _wwmmuuumm
® A simple mcter is also available that can provide accurate measurements in most
situations.

4) Our civil rights trampled

o For the last 13 years, seasitive people like ourselves bave had no protection in public places,
essentially restricting us to our homes, even forcing us to move from them in 2 quest for a sufe
haven, and preveating us from using public libraries, public schools, and attending public
events. Thosc concerned about long-term health effects have also had no recourse.

e  The 1996 Telecommunications Act preempts the right to free speech and has stopped all
considcration of the salcty and environmental conscquences of exposure Lo transmitted
radiofrequency radiation, including the pulsed microwave radiation used in modern communications,
in siling transmitting towers and in the court of law. Therefore, the silence outside of and inside of
court is not a mecasure of the safety of the technology, but rather the tightaess of the gag.

Ecology Housc is a perfect example ol how this law has unfairly restricted the right to free
specch time afler time, resulting in involuntary cxposurc (o a dangerous pollutant for

millions. htip;/www.marinij.com/marinnews/ci 12880530

¢ Incrcasing involuntary cxposure. Transmilting utility metcrs will soon be installed on all homes
nationwidc and wireless broadband will be cverywhere, in spite of the risks.
© Most transmitting meters and wircless broadband transmit continuously.
O This will causc great disability for the increasing population of individuals with radiolrequency
sickness. The long-term threat 1o the public health is nutionwide.
®  Utilities refusc to offer meaningful alienatives to having a transmitting meter for those with
radiofrequency sickness.
2




And utilitics rcfuse to remove transimitting meters for those being made ill.
® And communities are not protecting those with radiofrequency sickness from wireless
broadband.

* There is no more basic civil right than the right to health and safcty in our homes. Without
that, what is there?

The Solutions

¢ Briefing of congressional committees with jurisdiction by Norbert Hankin of the Radiation
Division of the EPA on the history of the development of current US radiofrequency radiation
safety policy that has resulted in the inadequacy of current safety standards to protect public health
of the general population during continuous exposures.

¢ Heariag on the public heaith threat pased to the general public by exposure to transmitted
radiofrequency radiation and high frequency electrical pollution on all electrical wiring.
o Consult The EMR Policy Institute (802-426-3035) to ensure that all relevant researchers are

invited to testify.

Require fiber optic and other wired infrastructure for the "National Broadband Plun for Our
Future.”

Reverse Section 704 of the 1996 Telccommunications Act [found at 47 U.S.C.Section 332
Subsectioa (7)(B)] which has deprived citizens of their First Amendment Rights by preventing
discussion of health and environmental threats posed by wireless technologies.

* Reverse the ban on incandescent light bulbs until safe alternatives exist. (New Zealand has
already done this.)

e Reform proceedures at the EPA to limit industry influence.

* Require the EPA to write a conservative standard to establish safe levels of exposure for the
general population during the continuous daily exposures we now experience.
©  See NAS rcport: Identification of Research Needs Relating to Potential Biologlcal or Adverse
Health Effects of Wireless Communication (2008) pp.13-18.
o The non-ionizing radiation standard should be protective from the non-thermal effects of exposure
to radiofrequency radiation, both transmittcd and on building wiring.
© Radiation emitting and elecirically polluting devices should require rigorous health testing prior to

approval.
© Rigorous survcillance must be required to documeni whether the new standard is sufficiently

protective.
o Continuously transmitting devices should be banned. (The Isracli Environmental Minisiry has done

this, citing the precautionary principle.)
o Compliance with the new safety standard should be required for all vonsumer products and all other
governimental agencics.

* Require the Children's Health Study to inciude assessment of both transmitted
radiofrequency radiation exposure levels and clectrical pollution levels in its study design.

* Ban cellphone use, including texting, while driving.



o Collection and tracking ol data from cellphonc providers should be required as part of
accident reports, including whether the phone was on, ofT, texting, or calling.

¢ Requirc a warning label on cellphones and cordless phones.

o |t should statc “Due to significantly increased health risks pregnant women and children
under 21 should strictly limit usc. Others should use sparingly.” (8.14,15)

* Rcquire the Surgcon General to educate the public about wircless radation expusurc health

risks, e.g. the incrcased cuncer risk for children, the risks to unborn children ~ (ADHD, heart
abnormalitics) and the increased risks for adults — (brain tumors. other health risks such as
ncurodegencrative discases, compromise of immunc function, ncgative cffects on sleep and
cognitive lunction). (3.4.5.6.7,8.9,10,11.12,13,14,15)

Congress Must Act Now
Dangerously high exposures to high frequencics, both transmitted and on building wiring, are
contributing to deteriorating public health, causing healthcare costs to skyrocket.

Remember, X-rays were once regarded as harmless and used as entertainment at garden partics and

to size children’s shocs.
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Thomas A. McCarey
285 Dayleview Road
Berwyn, Pennsylvania 19312

Shawane L. Lee

Assistant General Council

Exelon BSC

2301 Market Street/S23-1
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103

Re: Your letter of 02/26/2013
Dear Mrs. Lee:

Thank you for your letter. My #ttormey, J.

Act 129 is in violatigh of the feé
There is no federal security mgndate for "g .
Amold the national coordinator'tg grid interoperability at the
Institute of Standards and Technolo@ is agency of the U.S.
Commerce is 9aid not to be involved in régylations but is only tasied with

promoting stafidards among industries.Whilesgth the 2005 and 2007 faux energy
bills were g |ﬁed into pubjietaws;-NQ Ppart of them creates a fgderal law

Contrary/to the bleating ili i eads, who claim

there ismo “opt out”, the
requ t a meter and . : foroed to gomply with an unrevealed

But/legalities/are just an annoyan i politicians, aren't they?

Bg assured that no smart meter will ever be instajied on my property. Thank you.

RECEIVED

MAR 4 _ 2013

PA PUBLIC UTILIY * LG %o 21O
SECRETARY'S 0w ~omv

Thomas A"McCarey

about:blank 3/32013




Page 1 of |

YOU ARE HEREBY PUT ON NOTICE THAT NEITHER PECO, NOR ANY OF
ITS EMPLOYEES, AGENTS OR CONTRACTORS, HAS PERMISSION TO
INSTALL, OR ATTEMPT TO INSTALL, ANY “SMARTMETER™” AT THE
FOLLOWING ADDRESS:

28S Dayleview Road, Berwyn, PA 19312

Any attempt to install a SmartMeter at said location shall be deemed actionable under
relevant state and federal laws, and in violation of the Constitutions of the Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania and the United States of America. Please be a that under federal law,
G‘If

two or more persons conspired( ifjure, oppress, threaten or igtimi
exercise or enjoyment of apy rightor pnvnlegc secured to him by the sqnstitution or-laws

of the United States, or because of his*haying exercised the'same, or if

persons go on the premjses of anather withthe.ntent to pfevent
exercise or enjoyment/of any right dx privilege so-3esured — they shall be fined nd{more
than $10,000 or imprisoned not mer€ than ten years or poth.”

and use fee forthev address is\hereby declared fo be
£r day, or any portion therpQf. Installatio SmartM
|lre It in the initiation 6f a claim for damaResy for trfspass,
Hity easement, invasio of privacy and violation ¢f other

Ats, Int ntlonal i i

Please be advised that

that nfay be a precondition
ion in relatxon to the installation, or emptedl tallatign, of SmartMeters.

3732013

about:blank
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Exhibit B
2015 Complaint
McCarey v PECO
C-2015-2503724



PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Formal Complaint

Filing this form begins a legal proceeding and you wlil be a party to the case.
If you do not wish to be a party to the case, consider filing an Informal complaint.

To complete this form, please type or print legibly in ink.
1. Customer {Complainant) Information

Provide your name, mailing address, county, telephone number(s), e-mail address and utility
account number. It is your responsibility to update the Commission with any chanaes to ur

address and to where you want documents mailed to you.
Name ] HOMAS McoApey

StreetP.0. Box _ 2% S DAY LEVIEW ROAD  apt#

ciy Betew yi) state A zip | 9 I/ 2=

County Qi &< 7T

Telephone Number(s) Where We Can Contact You During the Day:

(LIS 687 T€O7  (home) ©0 ) &87 7607 (movile)

E-mail Address (optional):
Utility Account Number (from your bill) é 9 & 2 3 —-O0206G

If your compilaint involves utility service provided to a different address or in a different
name than your mailing address, please list this information below.

Name

Street/P.0. Box

City State Zip

2, Name of Utility or Company (Respondent)

Provide the full name of the utility or company about which you are complaining. The name of
your utility or company is on your bi.

PECD

- MISSION
SECRETARY'S BUREAU

December 2014 1



3 Type of Utility Service

Check the box listing the type of utility service that is the subject of your compfaint
{check only one):

5 ELECTRIC [0 WASTEWATER/SEWER
J cAs [ TELEPHONE/TELECOMMUNICATIONS (local, long distance)
0 WATER [J MOTOR CARRIER (s.g. taxi, moving company, limousine)

[J STEAM HEAT

4. Reason for Complaint

What kind of problem are you having with the utility or company? Check all boxes below
that apply and state the reason for your complaint, Explain specifically what you believe the
utility or company has done wrong. Provide relevant details including dates, times and places
and any other information that may be important. If the complaint is about billing, tell us the
amount you believe is not correct. Use additional paper if you need more spa . Your
complaint may be dismissed without a hearing if you do not provide specific
information.

00 The utility is threatening to shut off my service or has already shut off my service.

[J 1 would like a payment agreement.

O  Incorrect charges are on my bill. Provide dates that are important and an explanation
about any amounts or charges that you believe are not correct. Attach a copy of the
bill{s) in question if you have it/them.

O 1am having a reliability, safety or quality problem with my utility service. Explain the
problem, including dates, times or places and any other relevant details that may be
important.

B Otrer (explain). SEE 4 CLOSED L ETTER_

December 2014 n 2



Note: If your complaint is only about removing or modifying a municipal lien filed by
the City of Philadelphia, the Public Utility Commiission (PUC) cannot address it. Only
local courts in Philadelphia County can address this type of complaint. The PUC can
address a complaint about service or incorrect billing even if that amount is subject to a

lien.

In addition, the PUC generally does not handle complaints about cell phone or Internet
service, but may be able to resolve a dispute regarding voice communications over the
Internet (including the inability to make voice 911/E911 emergency calls) or concerns
about high-speed access to Internet service.

5. Requested Relief

How do you want your complaint to be resolved? Explain what you want the PUC to order
the utility or company to do. Use additional paper if you need more space.

SEE ENCLoSEd L EThsf

Note: The PUC can decide that a customer was not billed correctly and can order billing
refunds. The PUC can also fine a utility or company for not following rules and can
order a utility or company to correct a problem with your service. Under state law, the
PUC cannot decide whether a utility or company should pay customers for loss or
damages. Damage claims may be sought in an appropriate civil court.

December 2014 3



6l

Protection From Abuse (PFA)

Has a court granted a “Protection From Abuse” order that is currently in effect for your
personal safety or welfare? The PUC needs this information to properly process your
complaint so that your identity is not made public.

Note: You must answer this question if your complaint is against a natural gas
distribution utility, an electric distribution utility or a water distribution utility AND your

complaint is about a problem involving billing, a request to receive service, a security
deposit request, termination of service or a request for a payment agreement.

Has a court granted a “Protection From Abuse” order for your personal safety or welfare?

YES a
NO )2

If your answer to the above question is “yes,” attach a copy of the current Protection From
Abuse order to this Formal Complaint form.

Prior Utility Contact

a. Is this an appeal from a decision of the PUC’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS)?

YES ad

NO M

Note: If you answered yes, move to Section 8. No further contact with the utility or
company is required. If you answered no, answer the question in Section 7 b. and
answer the question in Section 7 c. if relevant.

b. If this is not an appeaf from a BCS decision, have you spoken to a utility or company
representative about this complaint?

YES 7.

NO d

Note: You must contact the utility first if (1) you are a residential customer, (2) your
complaint is against a natural gas distribution utility, an electric distribution utility or a
water utility AND (3) your complaint is about a billing problem, a service problem, a
termination of service problem, or a request for a payment agreement.

December 2014 4



c. If you tried to speak to a utility company representative about your complaint but
were not able to do so, please explain why.

Note: Even if you are not required to contact the utility or company, you should always
try to speak to a utility or company representative about your problem before you file a
Formal Complaint with the PUC.

8. Legal Representation

If you are filing a Formal Complaint as an individual on your own behalf, you are not
required to have a lawyer. You may represent yourself at the hearing.

If you are aiready represented by a lawyer in_this matter, provide your lawyer's name,
address, telephone number, and e-mail address, if known. Please make sure your lawyer is
aware of your complaint. If represented by a lawyer, both you and your lawyer must be
present at your hearing.

Lawyer's Name N /&’

Street/P.O. Box

City State Zip

Area Code/Phone Number

E-mail Address (if known)

Note: Corporations, associations, partnerships, limited liability companies and political
subdivisions are required to have a lawyer represent them at a hearing and to file any
motions, answers, briefs or other legal pleadings.

December 2014 5



9. Verification and Signature

You must sign your complaint. Individuals filing a Formal Complaint must prini or type their
name on the line provided in the verification paragraph below and must sign and date this

form in ink. If you do not sign the Formal Complaint, the PUC will not accept it.

Verification:

1 _THOMAS MQCI‘WZC‘T— Y , hereby state that the facts

above set forth are true and correct (or are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge, information and belief) and that | expect to be able to prove the same at a
hearing held in this matter. | understand that the statements herein are made subject to
the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. § 4904 (relating to unsworn faisification to authorities).

o fog[zs 15—

(Signature of Complainant) 0 (Date)

Title of authorized employee or officer (only applicable to corporations, associations,
partnerships, limited liability companies or political subdivisions)

Note: If the Complainant is a corporation, association, partnership, limited liability
company or political subdivision, the verification must be signed by an authorized
officer or authorized employee. If the Formal Complaint is not signed by one of these
individuals, the PUC will not accept it.

10. Two Ways to File Your Formal Complaint

Electronically. You must create an account on the PUC’s eFiling system, which may be

accessed at hitp://www.puc.pa.gov/efiling/default.aspx.

Note: If you are appealing your Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) decision, you must
file your formal complaint by mail.

-Mail. Mail the completed form with your original signature and any attachments, by
certified mail, first class mail, or overnight delivery to this address:

Secretary
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
400 North Street
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120
Note: Formal Complaints sent by fax or e-mail will not be accepted.

If you have any questions about filling out this form, please contact the Secretary's
Bureau at 717-772-7777.

Keep a copy of your Formal Complaint for your records.

December 2014 G



Thomas McCarey

285 Dayleview Road

Berwyn, PA 19312

PECO Account #69633-00206

Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary "
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission REC%:KV ED
400 North Street
Harrisburg, Pennsyivania 17120 SEP 82015
LIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Re: Formal Complaint PA P R CRETARY'S BUREAU

Dear Secretary Chiavetta:

1) This Notice and Demand pertains and applies to PECO and it's
electric service provided to the address 285 Dayleview Road,
Berwyn, PA 19312.

2) It has come to my attention that a digital electric meter, possibly a
“Smart Meter” or a similar device is to be installed on my property
without full disclosure to me, without my informed consent and
without compliance with various laws.

3) | hereby revoke and deny any and all implied, expressed and/or
recorded consent, if any exists, for the placement and operation of a
“Smart Meter” and all other utility metering devices which emit
electromagnetic radiation (herein “EMR") by either transmission or
“dirty electricity”, or which “monitor” or conduct surveillance, or make
recordings of any events and activities within private property that I
occupy, or that may be upgraded to do those things. T
4) "Smart Meters” and digital utility meters meet the statutory
definition of unlawful surveillance devices put forth as “Wiretapping”
in United States Code (USC) Title 18, Part 1, Chapter 119, Sec 2511
and other State and Federal laws, and those meters are designed
and intended to record personal and private events and activities
within private structures and properties which constitutes violation of
the United States Constitution, Bill of Rights, 4th Amendment
guaranteeing all people to be “...secure in their persons, houses...”



and to be free of “search”. Also, because electromagnetic radiation is .
known to cause cancer and other diseases and injuries, installation of
any meter with either an EMR transmitter, a switching mode power
supply, a transformer or similar devices on a private residence
without consent of the occupants and property owner constitutes

. Assault under United States Code Title 18, Section 113.

Sincerely,

Thomas McCarey
enc
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Exhibit C
2017 Electric Complaint
McCarey v PECO
C-2017-2615597



PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Formal Complaint

Filing this form begine a lagal proceeding and be a party o the case.
nmammou-mnmmng'mmm

Nm'_(‘ffOMkS A. MMEY

StroatP.0. Bax_2XS DAYLEMEW RokDd 44
cy Batwy State PA- zp [G3\&

County cHesTE(L

Telephone Number(s) Where We Can Contact You During the Day:

©0 64~ T94 T (home) U4y 31F = TTE] (movie)
& mal Addrees (optiona), 57" = ccavey @yrlon - <ot

Utilty Account Number (from your bill)__ 0 T033 002 6

if your complaint invoives utiiity service provided to a different address or in a different
name than your malling address, pisase list this information below.

Name
Strest/P.0. Box R ECE i';‘ ¢E| )
City State Zp

JUL 19207

PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Provide the full name of the utility or company about which yolEGNEtRWASKIGAUThe name of
your uttiity or company is on your bill.

PECO avereon cowpPiuy

December 2014 1




3. Tvpe of Utility Service
Mmmumawwammmummmofmrmpmm

(check only one):
A eLectric O WASTEWATER/SEWER
O Gas O TELEPHONE/TELECOMMUNICATIONS (local, long distance)
O WATER [0 MOTOR CARRIER (e.g. taxi, moving company, limousine)
O STEAM HEAT
4.  Resson for Complaint

mklndofm“mhmwlmﬂnuﬂmyoreomum Check all boxes below
that apply and state the reason for your complaint. Expiain specifically what you belleve the
utility or company has done wrong. Provide relevant detalls including dates, imes and pisces
and any other information that may be important. If the compiaint is about billing, tell us the
amount you believe is not correct. Use additional paper if vou need more soace. Your
mMmathMMﬁmnaMmﬂmdommwﬁc
information.

ﬂ The utility is threatening to shut off my service or has aiready shut off my service.

0O 1 would like a payment agresment.

O Incorrect charges are on my bill. Provide dates that are important and an explanation
about any amounts or charges that you believe are not correct. Attach a copy of the
bifi{s) in question if you have itthem.

O | am having & rellabiiity, safety or quality problem with my utility service. Explain the
ipwem.lndudlngdntes.ﬂmesorplacesandanyotherralevandolallsthatmaybe
mportant.

Other (explain).
S&s EwQosed

December 2014 2




Note: Nyoureompldmhmlbommngofmodnﬂngamunmpdllonﬂlodby
the City of Philadeiphia, the Public Utility Commission (PUC) cannot address it. Only
hedeoubln?hladobhlacomunadmmstypodeomm The PUC can
mmammmmmwmwmmnmmummua
lien.

th.hanIydmnﬂMndheomﬂdeedl phone or Internet
m.MmhMbmammmmmuMmmmo
intemet (including the inability to make voice 911/E911 emergency calis) or concems
about high-speed access to Intemet servica.

S.  Raguested Rellef

How do you want your compiaint to be resolved? Expiain what you want the PUC to order
the utiiity or company to do. Use additional paper if you need more space.

T WANT To REEP THE AVALCG METER THAT
\S onN MY HouSe To EN FuR(e

GUWAMOTEE MY uS AND PA STATE -
Cop)staiTuiodt. RAGHTS 10 —(UE (W G‘VM
AND TO PloTeEST MY LUFE |, MY HEHLTH

MM PPoPEXY.

Note: ThoPUCcandoddoMacum“nlehdeoMymdmmm
refunds. MPMmdunmauﬂw«mmeﬂmmmdm

December 2014 3




6.  Protection From Abuse (PFA)

Has a court granted a “Protection From Abuse” order that is currently In effect for your
personal safety or welfere? The PUC needs this information to properly process your
complaint so that your identity is not made public.

Note: You must answer this question if your complaint is against a natural gas
distribution utility, an electric distribution utility or a water distribution utility AND your
mphlmhmmlpmumlmwmhﬂﬁngammwmm«.amumy
deposit request, termination of service or a request for a payment agreement.

Has a court granted a “Protection From Abuse" order for your personal safety or welfare?

YES a
NO M

If your answer to the above question Is “yes,” attach a copy of the current Protection From
Abuse order to this Formal Complaint form.

7.  Pror Utility Contact
a. Is this an appeal from a decision of the PUC’s Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS)?

YES O

NO )4

Note: if you answered yes, move to Section 8. No further contact with the utliity or
company Is required. If you answered no, anawer the question in Section 7 b. and
answer the question In Section 7 c. if relevant.

b. llw:hnotmmmmaacsudm.hmmmbauﬂmyormy

representative about this complaint?
YES M
NO O

Note: You must contact the utllity first if (1) you are a residential customer, (2) your
complaint is against a natural gas distribution utiiity, an electric distribution utiilty or a
water utility AND (3) your complaint is about a billing probiem, a service probiem, a
termination of service problem, or a request for a payment agreement.

December 2014 4




c. If you tried to speak to a utility company representative about your compisint but
were not able to do so, plesse explain why.

N A

Note: Even if you are not required to contact the utiiity or company, you should always
try to speak to a utility or company representative about your problem before you file a
Formal Complaint with the PUC,

8.  Leoal Representation
i you are flling a Formal Complaint as an individual on your own behalf, you are pot
required to have a lawyer. You may represent yourselif at the hearing.

if you are aiready represented by a lawyer jn _this maiter, provide your lawyer's name,
address, telephone number, and e-mall address, If known. Please make sure your lawyer is

aware of your complaint. if represented by a lawyer, both you and your lawyer must be
present at your hearing.

Lawyer's Name /V/A‘

Strest/P.0. Box
City State Zip
Area Code/Phone Number
E-mail Address (if known)

Note: Corporations, assoclations, partnerships, Hmited liability companies and political
subdivisions are reguired to have a lawyer represent them at a hearing and to file any
motions, answers, briefs or other legsl pleadings.

Decamber 2014 [




You must sian your complaint. Individuals filing a Formal Complaint must print or type their
namonﬂnlunpmvwedmmevuiﬁcmbnpomgmphhmmmagnandmmb
form in jok, i you do not sign the Formai Compliaint, the PUC will not sccept it.

Verification:

;| TTHOMKAS 4. MCCAR BY , hersby state thet the facts

MMMmWoandeoM{wmmlemeolmy
mm&mwmwm:mnuubmmmna
mmmmmlummmmsmmunmmm»
mmmunh.c.s.saummwmmmmmm

J@w% \§ Uy 2417
(Signature of Complainant) (Dats)

Tlﬂoofanhwbodunployuorcﬂlw(onlyappueablewwmﬁons. associations,
partnerships, limited liability companies or political subdivisions)

Note: if the Complainant Is a corporation, sssoclation, partnership, limited liability
company or political subdivision, the verification must be signed by an authorized
officer or authortzed employee. If the Formal Compilaint Is not signed by one of these
individuals, the PUC will not accent it.

10.

the PUC's eFiling system, which may be
Note: Nywmlmnngyomaumudemeus(ﬂcs)dcdﬂon.mm
file your formal complaint by mail.

Mail. MhMbmmmﬂwommdmymmhy
certified mall, first class mall, or overnight deiivery to this address:

Secretary

Pennsyivania Public Utility Commission
400 North Street

Harvisburg, Pennsylvanis 17120
Note: Formai Compiaints sent by fax or e-mail wiil not be accepted.

nmhmmyquodonoabommlhgommnmphmcomamw.
Bureau at 717-772-7777.

Keep a copy of your Formal Compiaint for your records.

Decamber 2014 8




Thomas A. McCarey
285 Dayleview Road

Berwyn, PA 193121
PECO Account Number 6963300206

Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary

Public Utility Commission
400 North Street
Keystone Bidg.
Harrisburg, PA 17120

To The Pennsyivania Public Utilitles Commission:

I am filing this Formal Complaint against an AMI Smart Meter as per Rosmarie Chiavetta’s
telephone recommendation to me to do so at 9:55 AM on July 18, 2017.

| oppose the installation of an AMI smart meter on my home because of health, safety, and
privacy concemns.

1.1 have experienced two TiAs (transient ischemic attacks) and cannot be exposed to EMFs/RFs
affecting my brain and CNS (central nervous system).

2.1 request that an AMI smart meter not be installed on my property because HB2200/Act 129
was written and passed into law as an Opt-in Billlegisiation. [HB2200/Act 129

(2008) §2807(f)7(2)i)) “Upon request from a customer that agrees to pay the cost of the
smart meter at the time of the request.” | never requested nor agreed to pay for a PECO AMI
Smart Meter and, furthermore, | sending you notice of my right and intent to not accept &, as
guaranteed by §2807(f)7(2)(i) of

Act 129 (2008) (see entire text).

3.1 should not be forced to have an AM! smart meter because the federal government never
made Smart Meters mandatory: Energy Policy Act of 2005, Title Xii, Subtitie E, Section 1252,
(a), (14), (C):"Each electric utility subject to subparagraph (A) shall provide each customer
requesting a time-based rate with a time-based meter capable of enabling the utility and




customer to offer and recelve such rate, respectively.” 1 have not requested an AMI smart
meter.

4.Citing Federal Law, “No public utility shall prejudice, disadvantage, or require different rates
or deposit amounts from a person because of ancestry, medical condition, marital status or
change in marital status, occupation, or any characteristic listed or defined in Section 11135 of
the Govermnment Code.”

S.AMI smart meters violate my 4® Amendment right to privacy. Smart meters relay detailed
information about times and amounts of electrical power usage. Energy usage data aliows the
reconstruction of a household’s activities, including when residents are home or away. Even in
the absence of “smart”/wi-fi transmitting appliances and Zigbee chips, the specific appliances
consuming power and their time of consumption can be determined through analysis by
speclal software developed at MIT. (This is for the sole benefit of the utilities; the statement
that consumers will make use of an ability to see a running analysis of their consumption is
propaganda — most customers are not interested.)

One cannot rely on 3 utility’s claim that they will not release or sell information to other parties.
Smart meters are an open portal into every home — an unacceptable intrusion into

customers’ privacy. A very slippery slope. A related invasion of rights is the plan for the utilities
to eventually be able to control major household appliances. This will be a serious infringement
on freedom within one’s own home; the freedom to use such devices whenever they are
needed. It will impose forced limitations on when one can wash dishes, wash or dry clothes,
take a hot bath, or run the A/C. Another very slippery slope.

6.The World Health Organization’s International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) has
classified microwave radiation, specifically including that emitted by smart meters, as a possible
human carcinogen. This means that in order to continue to recelve electrical power, people are
being forced to live with a device on their homes that emits passibly carcinogenic microwaves
24/1. The results of thousands of studies strongly suggest that microwaves are not safe for
humans.

At least with cell phones a person has a choice whether or not to use them. If the smart meter
roll-out plan had been submitted as a proposal for an experiment on human beings, which it
undeniably is, any Institutional Review Board, including the division of the NIH that supervises
such experiments on humans, would have rejected it outright. Millions of persons world-wide
are being used as guinea pigs without their permission. The smart meter roli-out violates

Nuremberg principles.

7.Low level microwave radiation is not innocuous. Thousands of peer-reviewed research
publications (Biointtiative 2012; January 16, 2014) show adverse biological effects from puised
microwave frequency radiation at exposure levels well below FCC limits; often lower by orders




of magnitude and in the range of emissions from smart meters. (For non-thermal biological
effects, peak intensity Is more important than averaged power. 24/7 exposure to smart meter
puises is actually an exposure of the same order of magnitude as using a cell phone for a much
shorter time.)

Studies have shown detrimental effects of low-level microwave exposure on animals, birds and
bees. In animals: reduced fertility and sperm viability, disturbance of immune function,
increased numbers of breaks in DNA, breaching of the blood-brain barrier making it more
porous to toxins, increased oxidative stress, increased cancer rates and many other effects. See
“important letters from experts” in References and Notes section.

In humans, alterations in brain waves, sleep patterns and heart rates; increased cancer rates.
There would be much more known about health effects in humans but funds have been
withdrawn for research on non-thermal effects, and non-thermal findings by the EPA have been:
kept under cover.

8.AMI smart meters introduce harmful electromagnetic microwave energy into household
wiring, called “dirty electricity,” creating an unsafe and unhealthful environment in which to
live.

9.AMI smart meters are made of flammable materials, are not properly grounded, and have no
surge arrestors making them a serious fire hazard. AMI smart meters are not UL Approved,
indicating that they are an unsafe appliance.

For these reasons, | should be allowed to keep my safe analog meter to enforce and guarantee

my U.S. and PA state constitutional rights to live in safety and to protect my life/heaith and
property.

Sincerely,

Thomas A. McCarey
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Exhibit D
2017 Gas Complaint
McCarey v PECO
C-2017-2615980



PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Formal Complaint

Filing this form begins proceeding and be fo the
'mamuﬂbhom'bumuuzgna:wwm“:u

SweetP.0. Box 285 DANL U EW R ans

cy BeRrwyn swe _PA 7z (9312

Couty_ CHESTER

Telephone Number(s) Where We Can Contact You During the Day:

©0) GHY ~T%7 _ mome) (% 318 9TL1__ (mobae)

Emm(m;'bm,mccﬂv]@a.\uc « O™

Utity Account Number (from your ity © 63 200

B i s e

Name
Street/P.0. Box Jut, 20 2017
2 [fame of Uty or Comuany (Respondent) '

muumdmuﬂyumymman. The name of
your utility or company is on your bill,

Peco AN ENECIN oM PAN Y

Deocember 2014 1



3.

Type of Utility Service

Mmmmmmammuhmmdmm
(check only one):

O ELECTRIC 0 WASTEWATER/SEWER

K GAS O TELEPHONE/TELECOMMUNICATIONS (lacal, long distance)
O wateEr . 0J MOTOR CARRIER (e.g. tax, moving company, limousine)
O STEAMHEAT '

1-¢ The utiity ls threatening to shut off my servics or has aiready shut off my service.

O 1 would ke a payment agreement.

Mmya«m«dwyuﬂnywbdbwmmtm Attach a copy of the
bili(s) in question ¥ you have b

(] |mmam.maqwmmmuuym Explain the
.hdudlngduha.ﬂnmorphmmdwmmahbthatmaybo

W other (arplain).
SEE ENCLOSED



| whvr AU SMAr AeTeETC 7
. qU RVE NSTAL
ON MY BGAR Sepnict T BIRRLS -
BusmearTs Ay U.S.AND PA STATE
)W SAFETY

CONSTITUTIONAL. RAG#Ts O -LIVE
AND T> PROET MM kRS, NN ERE

AD AN PROPERZY, '



pereonal safely or welfare? The PUC needs this information to properly process your
compiaint 0 that your identily is not made public.

HuawnWaWFmM'mbrmmmyam?
YES O '
NO (4

NMMDNMMbM'MamdePMFm
Abuse order to this Formal Complaint form.

Erior Uifiky Contact
a bﬂhm“ﬁmahﬂﬂmdﬂn?ﬂ@o&mdmmﬂcﬂ?

YES a

NO |- d
mummmmumammw-mmm«

company is required. if you answered no, answer the question in Section 7 b. and
answer the question In Section 7 c. if relevant.

b. uunm-:wm-mm.mmmu-wmum
representative sbout this complaint?



required to contact the utility or

if you are not

: Even
speak to a
Compial

December 2014
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10.

Yarification snd Siansture
Individuais filing a Formal

Yoiu muss sion vour compiaing. must print or
mmunmhummmwm and
form in ink, nmummmrmcmmmmm&m

M% (fTIVLY 20 17
(Signature of Complinant - (Date)

Note: If Bureau of Consumer Services must
ﬂ.mmmm:;::" (BCS) decision, you

mchonﬂmmbyMamdlﬂthm

nmmmqmmmmmmmmmws
Bureau at 717-772-7777.

Knpamdemcmmmmm



Thomas A. McCarey
285 Dayleview Road
Berwyn, PA 193121
PECO Account Number 6963300206

Rosemery Chisvetta, Secretaey RECEIVED

400 North : JUL 20 2017

Street « PA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Keystone Buliding SECRETARY'S BURBAY
Harrisburg, PA 17120

To The Pennsyivania Public Utllities Commission:

lm“Manlmmmthnememmﬁm
safety, and privacy concerns. .

uumwmmmmmds)wmuwwmw
Mumybnhmdcusmmulnmmn).

ummmammmmmummmmmnmwmm
mmmmumhwaanmw.nmwmmm

§2807(f)7(2)(1)] “Upon request from a customer that agrees to pay the cost of the smart meter
at the time of the request.” Inmmumdmrwwmbnmmwmnnner

&IMMMWhhmmMmmmmMﬂmm
MMMmﬂMMWMdM,Mﬂ.MEm 1252, {a),



OmmthmeﬂWsddeMwﬂlnotmwsdIMbmm
mnmmwmmmmwmm-mmmm

neded.nmunmwmanmmmdebhu.dewm
m-mm,wmmucmmdmm



mmmmmmmmm,mm«mmmm,
hunmdmmbmofbna&shmbmmofﬂnﬂood-bmnbmmum
mme.wmmm'lmmewmmmm
ﬂwmmwanmmmm.

lnhumau.aheaﬂomhbnhm.mmmmnmmdmm
mmummMmmmmmmmmmm
MMMmMmlmmmﬁmmeMhmm
kept under cover. .

&AMImmm«nlMuhmMWmhmuwmm
mwu'm-mq.'mmmm.ummwmmhmum

QMImnmmmMedMﬂhmM&mwmmwMNm
surge armestors making them a serious fire hazard. AMIsmnmmaremthmnd,
hduun.thatd\eyaremuufeapplm.

Thomas A. McCarey
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Exhibit E
Mr. McCarey’s Discovery Responses

2017 Complaints



Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary
Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission
Commonwealth Keystone Building

400 North Street, Second Floor

Harrisburg, PA 17120

Thomas A. McCarey Docket: C-2017-2615597
285 Dayleview Road Docket: C-2017-2615980

Berwyn, PA 19312

Dear Mrs. Chiavetta:

Below are my answers to PECOs Interrogatories.
Interrogatory 1-1

RCA 9” cathode ray tube TV

DS signal converter with remote
Hotpoint electric stove

Bunn coffee maker

Black & Decker toaster oven

GE refrigerator/freezer

Bose Wave radio with remote

2 Radio Shack amplified TV antennas
Samsung 24” LCD TV with remote

Sony clock radio

Memorex VCR/DVD player with remote
Sylvania DVD player with remote

Samsung 15” LCD TV with remote

November 2, 2017



Page 2

Magnaxov VCR/DVD player with remote
50 gallon Bradford White water heater
GE Heavy Duty Super Capacity dryer

GE 7 Cycle 2 Speed clothes washer

LG Virgin mobile phone

Interrogatorry 1-2

1 LG Virgin mobile phone purchased 8 years ago. This is a very primitive cell phone, and t do
not have the expertise or capability to provide six months of phone bills or other usage records.
I pay for time at $20.00 every three months and use up almost all the time at $0.25 per minute.

Interrogatorry 1-2

A. My medical records are personal and private and protected by HIPPA laws, and | will not

release them,
B. 1am experiencing no sysmptoms at this time.

o (el

Thomas A. McCarey

Sincerely,

Cc Shawane L. Lee



Exhibit F

March 2018 email exchange between Mr. McCarey and the Commission



Smith, Ward L:(PECO)

From: Thomas McCarey <tom_mccarey@runbox.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 06, 2018 3:32 PM

To: Smith, Ward L:(PECO)

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: Re: March 12, 13 PUC hearing

----- Start Forwarded Message -----

Sent: Tue, 06 Mar 2018 15:11:31 -0500 (EST)

From: "Thomas McCarey" <tom_mccarey@runbox.com>
To: "Harvell, Diane" <DHARVELL@pa.gov>

Subject: Re: March 12, 13 PUC hearing

Dear Ms. Harvell:
| do wish to withdraw my complaint. Thank you.
Tom McCarey

On Tue, 6 Mar 2018 14:17:59 +0000, "Harvell, Diane" <DHARVELL@pa.gov> wrote:

> Good Morning Mr. McCarey,

>

> Do you wish to withdraw your complaint? If not, the matter will be called as scheduled.
>

>

> Diane Harvell ,Legal Assistant

> Office of Administrative Law Judge

> PA Public Utility Commission

> 801 Market Street

> Philadelphia, PA

>(215) 560-1300

>

>

> Dear Ms. Harvell:

> Please forward this letter to Judge Heep. Thank you.

> Sincerely,

> Thomas A. McCarey

>
> Thomas A. McCarey

> 285 Dayleview Road

> Berwyn, PA 19312

>

> The Honorable Darlene Heep

> Office of Administrative Law Judge

> Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
> 801 Market Street

> Philadelphia PA 19107

>

> Re: C-2017-2615597




> (-2017-2615980

>

> Dear Judge Heep:

>

> This is to inform you that | respectfully decline to appear in PA PUC's Administrative Law Court on March 12th and 13,
2018, due to my physical, mental, and emotional concerns. | witnessed and experienced how other complainants were
treated in the Administrative Law Court.

>

> Apparently, the PUC’s mind has been made up with regard to microwave/EMF/RF emissions and “ICNIRP-like” science
and is not open to hearing or accepting valid contradictory science, so what is the use of my even showing up?

>

> Very truly yours,

> Thomas A. McCarey

>

> A copy of this letter was sent by first class mail.

>



Smith, Ward L:(PECO)

From: Thomas McCarey <tom_mccarey@runbox.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 11:24 AM

To: Heep, Darlene

Cc: Smith, Ward L:(PECO)

Subject: (EXTERNAL] Re: C-2017-2615597, C-2017-2615980, THOMAS MCCAREY v PECO ~March

12, 13 PUC hearing

Dear Judge Heep:
Thank you very much for you assistance.
Thomas A. McCarey

On Thu, 8 Mar 2018 16:19:42 +0000, "Heep, Darlene" <dheep@pa.gov> wrote:

> | will accept this as a Petition to Withdraw and cancel the scheduled hearing.
> Thank you.

> From: Thomas McCarey <tom mccarey@runbox.com>

> Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 10:47 AM

> To: Heep, Darlene <dhee a.gov>

> Subject: Re: C-2017-2615597, C-2017-2615980, THOMAS MCCAREY v PECO ~March 12, 13 PUC hearing
>

> Dear Judge Heep,

> 1 wish to unequivocally state that | recall my complaint and wish the court to not be inconvenienced by my not
appearing. Please do not call my case as scheduled. Thank you.

> Sincerely,

> Thomas A. McCarey

>

>

>On Tue, 6 Mar 2018 21:55:10 +0000, "Heep, Darlene" <dheep@pa.gov> wrote:

>

> > Mr. McCarey:

>>

> > Given that your letter is not unequivocal, this matter will be called for hearing on Monday as scheduled.
>> If you choose not to appear, as stated in the Pre-hearing Order, the matter can be dismissed.

>>

>>

>

>



