
 

BEFORE THE 

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 

Deree J. Norman     :  

Complainant  :  

v.     :   No. C-2018-2640719  

:  

Philadelphia Gas Works    :  

   Respondent  : 

 

COMPLAINANT’S PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

 

Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code §5.572(a)-(c) Deree J. Norman (Complainant) respectfully 

moves this Honorable Commission to Reconsider the decisions to sustain Respondent’s 

Objections to Complainant’s Interrogatories Nos.7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 in addition to 

Complainant’s Request for Production of Documents No. 14 in the Order issue by 

Administrative Law Judge Eranda Vero on May 9, 2018. 

I. HISTORY 

1. On April 16, 2018, Complainant served Respondent with written Interrogatories and 

Requests for Production of Documents. On April 25, 2018, Respondent submitted 

timely Objections to some of Complainant’s discovery request. 

2. On May 4, 2018, Complainant filed a timely Motion to Compel Discovery Responses 

to his Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents in relation to 

Respondent’s Objections. 

3. On May 7, 2018 Respondent filed a timely yet incomplete and vague response to 

Complainant’s Interrogatories and Request for Production of Documents of which no 

Objection was imposed. 

4. On May 9, 2018 Administrative Law Judge Eranda Vero entered an Order in relation 

to Respondent’s Objections. 

 

II. STANDRDS FOR RECONSIDERATION 
 

5. The Commission's decision in Duick v. Pennsylvania Gas and Water Company, 56 

Pa. P.U.C. 553 (1982) states the standards for granting a petition for reconsideration: 
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A Petition for Reconsideration, under the provisions of 66 Pa. C.S. 

703(g), may properly raise any matters designed to convince the 

Commission that it should exercise its discretion under this code to 

rescind or amend a prior order in whole or in part. 

6. The Commission, citing Duick at 559, frequently states that "a petition for 

reconsideration may properly raise any matter designed to convince this Commission 

that we should exercise our discretion to amend or rescind a prior Order, in whole or in 

part. Such petitions are likely to succeed only when they raise 'new and novel 

arguments' not previously heard or considerations which appear to have been 

overlooked or not addressed by the Commission." 

III. GROUNDS FOR RECONSIDERATION 

6. Complainant’s request for reconsideration of the Commission's decision to sustain 

Interrogatories 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 derive from the Administrative Law Judge's 

decision in this matter which is based on the following, which satisfies the Duick 

standards stated above: 

a Complainant’s BCS filing was predicated on the fact that PGW’s 

authorized employee never offered and or refused to address a payment 

arrangement in regard to Complainant’s past due balance. Complainant then 

requested a Medical Certification to ensure there was no disruption of service 

until an agreement was discussed and or established. (See: 52 Pa Code 

§56.112 and 52 Pa. Code §56.97(a)(2)(ii)). Although the same issues in the 

current BCS Complaint are under appeal, any payment arrangement would 

encompass the past due amounts that are the subject of an open appeal. Given 

the fact that the utility company is only bound by a PUC final decision, the 

utility company does not have to honor the appeal process and may terminate 

service although the matter is legally unresolved.  

i PGW acknowledges and complied with Complainant’s request for a 

Medical Certification form to be faxed to Complainant’s Physician on 

August 29, 2017. (Exhibit 1) 
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ii Complainant filed a BCS Complaint (No. 3557990) on August 29, 

2017. The BCS Complaint decision that led to this action was file the same 

day as the request for a Medical Certification form because PGW would 

not address a payment plan and or payment arrangement. (Exhibit 2) 

iii Complainant also filed a BCS Complaint (3558059) against PECO 

Energy Co. on or about that same day. The BCS Complaint decision in that 

matter clearly shows the BCS investigator identified himself and clearly 

detailed all aspects of the issues raised by Complainant. (Exhibit 3)   

iv The BCS investigator in relation to this Complaint chose to remain 

anonymous and they clearly left out relevant details in their recapitulation 

of the issues raised by Complainant. (See: Exhibit 2) 

b Therefore, ALJ Eranda Vero’s statement “There is nothing in Mr. Norman’s 

Complaint that suggests that the subject matter of the pending action involves 

Medical Certifications.” In her May 9, 2018 Order, is unequivocally incorrect 

and based on misunderstood and or misrepresented information from PGW. 

7. Complainant’s request for reconsideration of the Commission's decision to 

sustain Respondents Objection to Request for Production of Documents (PROD) 14 

is derived from ALJ Eranda Vero’s May 9, 2018 Order where she established that 

the scope of the complaint is as follow: “Upon review of Mr. Norman’s formal 

Complaint at Docket No. C-2018-2640719, I find that it is essentially a request for 

an affordable payment arrangement with allegations that there are incorrect changes 

in Complainant’s gas bills.”  

8. ALJ Eranda Vero also conclude that 52 Pa. Code §5.321 governs discovery in 

this matter.  However, by sustain Respondent’s Objection to Complainant’s Request 

for Production of Documents 14. ALJ Eranda Vero’s decision as to PROD 14 is a 

direct contradiction to 52 Pa Code §5.321 

a In Respondents Objection to PROD 14, Respondent has clearly 

identified the transcript in question that relates to the matter that is currently 

under appeal.  
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i “The request refers to the transcript of a hearing held on Thursday, 

September 24, 2015 before the Commission's Administrative Law Judge 

Dennis J. Buckley in the matter or Deree Normal v. Philadelphia Gas 

Works, Docket No. C-2015-2489503, comprised of 97 pages.” 

therefore, the document is clearly available and clearly relevant to this matter.  

The mere fact that Respondent does not want to produce this document 

coupled with Respondent’s falsifications of a legal conclusions does not met 

the criteria of 52 Pa. Code §5.361 (Limitations). 

ii Complainant requires an offer of proof as it relates to Respondents 

assertation that an NDA (Non-Disclosure Agreement) exist with the court 

reporting agency that would legally bar Respondent from reproducing the 

transcript in relation to a related legal matter. 

b Therefore, ALJ Eranda Vero’s decision to sustain the Objection to 

PROD 14 is unsubstantiated and without merit. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, for all the foregoing reasons, Complainant respectfully request that 

the Commission grant his request for Reconsideration and reverse its decisions as it pertains 

to Interrogatories 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 as well as PROD 14. 

 

 

 

May 16, 2018        Respectfully submitted, 

       

/s/Deree J. Norman 

         Deree J. Norman 

5367 Thomas Ave 

Philadelphia, Pa 19143  

(267) 304-2162 

dereenorman@yahoo.com 

  

 

 

mailto:dereenorman@yahoo.com
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 BEFORE THE 

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 

Deree J. Norman     :  

Complainant  :  

v.     :    No. C-2018-2640719  

:  

Philadelphia Gas Works    :  

   Respondent  : 

 

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICES 

  

I, Deree J. Norman, do hereby certify that on this 16th day of May 2018 I served a true 

and correct copy of the Petition for Reconsideration in the above manner on the following 

via the PUC’s electronic filing system.  

 

ERANDA VERO  

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE  

801 MARKET STREET, SUITE 4063  

PHILADELPHIA, PA 19107  

  

LAURETO FARINAS   

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS 4TH FLR.   

800 W MONTGOMERY AVE  

PHILADELPHIA PA  19122  

  

 

          

 

 



BEFORE THE 

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

Deree J. Norman : 

Complainant : 

v. : No. C-2018-2640719 

: 

Philadelphia Gas Works : 

Respondent : 

VERIFICATION 

I, Deree J. Norman, hereby declare that the facts set forth in the foregoing Petition 

for Reconsideration are true to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. I 

make this verification subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. §4904 pertaining to false 

statements to authorities.   



EXHIBIT 1 







EXHIBIT 2 







EXHIBIT 3 











APPENDIX A 



BEFORE THE 

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 

 

 

 

Deree J. Norman     : 

       : 

 v.      :  C-2018-2640719 

       : 

Philadelphia Gas Works    : 

 

 

 

ORDER RE MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY 

 

  On April 16, 2018, Deree J. Norman (Mr. Norman or Complainant) served 

Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW or Respondent) with written Interrogatories and Requests for 

Production of Documents.  On April 25, 2018, PGW submitted timely Objections to Mr. Norman’s 

discovery request. 

 

On May 4, 2018, Mr. Norman filed a timely Motion to Compel Discovery 

Responses to his interrogatories and requests for production of documents.   

 

The Commission’s regulations permit a broad scope of discovery.  The Rules of 

Administrative Practice and Procedure at 52 Pa. Code §5.321 provide that: 

 

[A] participant may obtain discovery regarding any matter, not 

privileged, which is relevant to the subject matter involved in 

the pending action, whether it relates to the claim or defense of 

another party or participant . . . It is not ground for objection 

that the information sought will be inadmissible at hearing if the 

information sought appears reasonably calculated to lead to the 

discovery of admissible evidence. 

 

52 Pa. Code §5.321 (Emphasis added). 
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Specific limitations on the scope of discovery are found at 52 Pa. Code 

§ 5.361(a), which prohibits discovery which is sought in bad faith, would cause unreasonable 

burden or expense, relates to privileged material or would require the making of an unreasonable 

investigation by the answering party. 

 

Definition E 

In the present case, PGW objects to discovery Definition E to the extent that it 

requires a response providing the home address of any PGW employees mentioned in a 

discovery response. PGW argues that the home addresses of PGW employees are irrelevant to 

the disposition of this matter and that only the PGW headquarters address is relevant in this 

regard. After carefully considering both parties’ positions, I agree with PGW that the home 

addresses of current PGW employees are irrelevant.  However, PGW must produce the last 

known address of any PGW employees mentioned in a discovery response, who are no longer 

employed with the Respondent. 

 

Definition H 

 

PGW objects to discovery Definition H on the grounds that it requires information 

that is beyond the scope of this proceeding.   

 

Upon review of Mr. Norman’s formal Complaint at Docket No. C-2018-2640719, 

I find that it is essentially a request for an affordable payment arrangement with allegations that 

there are incorrect changes in Complainant’s gas bills. I shall overrule PGW’s objection to 

Definition H and order the Respondent to comply with this definition in its answers to Mr. 

Norman’s discovery request. 

 

Instruction I 

 

PGW objects to Instruction I which states, “Answer each of the following 

discovery requests separately and fully in writing pursuant to 18 Pa.C.S. § 4904.”  PGW argues 

that its is not bound to provide discovery responses that comply with 18 Pa.C.S. § 4904.   
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I agree with PGW.  The Commission’s Procedural Rules at 52 Pa. Code § 5.321 et 

seq. govern the discovery in this proceeding.  Consequently, PGW’s objection to Instruction I is 

sustained.  

 

Interrogatory ## 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 

 

PGW objects to Interrogatory ## 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 on the grounds that they 

request information concerning Medical Certifications.  PGW argues that the topic of Medical 

Certification is beyond the scope of this proceeding.   

 

Upon review of Mr. Norman’s present Complaint, I find that PGW’s observation 

is correct.  As I mentioned above, Mr. Norman’s present Complaint against PGW consists of a 

request for an affordable payment arrangement and the claim that there are incorrect changes in 

Complainant’s gas bills. In particular, the incorrect charges claim consists entirely of the 

following averments:  

 

Complainant’s electric service was terminated on August 21, 2017 

and remains off to date, therefore Complainant is unable to utilize 

all gas appliances that have electric pilots and/or ignitions (Home 

heater, water heater and stove. However, Complainant’s bill is an 

exact mirror of the previous years bill during the same period when 

he could use his appliances. 

 

Complaint, ¶ 4.  There is nothing in Mr. Norman’s Complaint that suggests that the subject 

matter of the pending action involves Medical Certifications.  Consequently, PGW’s objections 

to Interrogatory ## 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 are sustained. 

 

Request for Production of Documents # 6 

 

PGW objects to Request for Production of Documents # 6 on the grounds that it is 

overbroad, it will require an unreasonable investigation, and it is beyond the scope of the 

proceedings.  Request for Production of Documents # 6 seeks all statements, logs, and 

communications of all PGW witnesses, including those with the Complainant.  PGW argues that 
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on its face this request seeks information related to work done by PGW witnesses that has 

nothing to do with Mr. Norman, his PGW account or his Complaint.  

 

I find that a literal reading of the Request supports PGW’s objection.  Therefore, I 

shall limit the scope of the request as follows: 

1) The Request for Production of Documents # 6 shall cover the period 

December 27, 2015 (two years prior to the filing of the Complaint) to May 8, 

2018. 

2) The Request for Production of Documents # 6 shall cover only the statements, 

logs, and communications of all PGW employees, among each other or with 

Mr. Norman, concerning Mr. Norman’s existing payment arrangement or 

request for new payment arrangements, as well as all the statements, logs, and 

communications of all PGW employees, among each other or with Mr. 

Norman, concerning the accuracy of Mr. Norman’s gas bills during the period 

of time December 27, 2018 to May 8, 2018. 

 

Request for Production of Documents # 8 

 

PGW objects to Request for Production of Documents # 8 on the grounds that it 

seeks an Investigative Report that contains privileged information protected by the Attorney-

Client Privilege and 52 Pa. Code §5.323. 

 

The Commission’s Rules of Administrative Practice and Procedure at 52 Pa. Code 

§5.323 

A party may obtain discovery of any matter discoverable under § 

5.321(b) (relating to scope) even though prepared in anticipation of 

litigation or hearing by or for another party or by or for that other 

party's representative, including his attorney, consultant, surety, 

indemnitor, insurer or agent. The discovery may not include 

disclosure of the mental impressions of a party's attorney or his 

conclusions, opinions, memoranda, notes, summaries, legal 

research or legal theories. With respect to the representative of a 

party other than the party's attorney, discovery may not include 

disclosure of his mental impressions, conclusions or opinions 
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respecting the value or merit of a claim or defense or respecting 

strategy, tactics or preliminary or draft versions of written 

testimony or exhibits, whether or not final versions of the 

testimony or exhibits are offered into evidence. 

 

52 Pa. Code § 5.323 (Emphasis added). 

 

PGW shall comply with Complainant’s Request for Production of Documents # 8 

only to the extent that it does not seek disclosure of the mental impressions, conclusions, 

opinions, memoranda, notes, summaries, legal research or legal theories of a PGW attorney or 

representative concerning the present Complaint. 

 

Request for Production of Documents # 14 

 

PGW objects to Request for Production of Documents # 14, which asks PGW to 

produce a copy of a transcript from hearings on matters between Complainant and PGW in 

previous disputes.  PGW explains that copying and distributing copies of the transcript is in 

violation of the terms of PGW’s purchase of the transcript from the court reporting agency.  In its 

Objections, PGW provides the Complainant with the contact information for the court reporting 

agency that prepared the document in question.   

 

PGW’s objection to Request for Production of Documents # 14 is sustained. 

 

Request for Production of Documents ## 17 and 18 

 

PGW objects to Request for Production of Documents ## 17 and 18 to the extent 

that they seek information that privileged information protected by the Attorney-Client Privilege 

and 52 Pa. Code §5.323.  

 

Consistent with my ruling on PGW objection to Request for Production of 

Documents # 8, PGW objections to Request for Production of Documents ## 17 and 18 are 

sustained. 
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THEREFORE, 

 

IT IS ORDERED: 

 

1. That Philadelphia Gas Works’ Objections to Deree J. Norman’s 

Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents are granted, in 

part, and denied, in part, consistent with the discussion above. 

 

2. That Philadelphia Gas Works shall submit answers to Deree J. Norman’s 

Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents in compliance with this Order, by no 

later than Monday, May 14, 2018. 

 

 

Date: May 9, 2018       /s/    

  Eranda Vero 

  Administrative Law Judge 
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C-2018-2640719 DEREE J NORMAN v. PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS 

 

 

SERVICE LIST 

 

 

DEREE J NORMAN 

5367 THOMAS AVENUE 

PHILADELPHIA PA 19143 

267.257.5108 

 

LAURETO FARINAS ESQUIRE 

PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS 

4TH FLOOR 

800 W MONTGOMERY AVENUE 

PHILADELPHIA PA  19122 

215.684.6982 

Accepts eService 

 

 




