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Karen Ann Wallace					:
							:
	v.						:		C-2018-3001564
							:
Metropolitan Edison Company			:



SECOND INTERIM ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND
DENYING IN PART COMPLAINANT’S REQUEST TO EXTEND DEADLINE FOR COMPLAINANT TO RESPOND TO INTERROGATORIES AND DOCUMENT REQUESTS 
  

On December 17, 2018, the undersigned presiding officer received correspondence from Complainant, Karen Ann Wallace, dated December 10, 2018.  Complainant stated that she received discovery requests from Respondent.  Complainant stated, inter alia, “Without giving up any of my rights, I petition the court for more time, as much as possible to answer questions I am comfortable answering that I feel are appropriate to the process with time to prepare my own interrogatories.”  Complainant’s correspondence will be treated as a request for an extension of time to respond to the discovery requests propounded by Respondent.  The correspondence from Complainant was not copied to Counsel for Respondent.  

On December 19, 2018, an interim order was entered granting the request by Complainant to extend the deadline to file full and complete responses to the Interrogatories and Request for Production of Documents and directing Complainant, on or before January 4, 2019, to shall serve upon Counsel for Respondent, objections where appropriate to any specific discovery requests.  Complainant was further directed, on or before January 14, 2019, to serve upon Counsel for Respondent, full and complete responses to the remaining interrogatories and requests for production of documents served by Respondent.   


On January 14, 2019, Respondent filed a Motion Of Metropolitan Edison Company To Compel Responses To Interrogatories And Document Requests (Motion to Compel).  Respondent averred that through correspondence dated January 1, 2019, Complainant submitted her objections to the discovery requests to Counsel for the Company.  In this correspondence, Complainant generally objects, without explanation, to certain of the Company’s discovery requests, including:  2 (a)-(i), 7(d), 8(a)-(c), 10(a)-(b), 11(a), 12(a), 17(d)-(e), 25(a)-(d), 26(a)-(d), 28, and 32.  A full copy of Complainant’s objections to the discovery requests was attached to the Motion to Compel as Exhibit B.

In its Motion to Compel, Respondent argued that Complainant’s objections do not meet the requirements of 52 Pa.Code § 5.342.  52 Pa.Code § 5.342(c), which applies to both interrogatories and requests for documents (by incorporation), requires that the objection:  (1) be served instead of an answer, (2) restate the interrogatory or part thereof deemed objectionable and the specific ground for the objection, (3) include a description of the facts and circumstances purporting to justify the objection, (4) be signed by the attorney making it, (5) not be valid if based solely on the claim that an answer will involve an opinion or contention that is related to a fact or the application of law to fact, and (6) not excuse the answering party from answering the remaining interrogatories or subparts of interrogatories to which no objection is stated.

On January 23, 2019, an interim order was entered granting the Motion to Compel Discovery Responses filed by Respondent on January 14, 2019, and directing Complainant to  serve upon Counsel for Respondent, full and complete responses to all of the Interrogatories and Request For Production of Documents served upon Complainant by Respondent not later than February 7, 2019. 

On January 22, 2019, the undersigned presiding officer received correspondence from “B.R. Wallace” dated January 14, 2019 indicating “I need more time for our household to respond and answer questions to the Respondents Interrogatory.”  “B.R. Wallace” is not 



identified in the letter and there is no indication that Counsel for Respondent was provided with a 
copy of the letter.  In addition, the interim order entered on January 23, 2019, entered after the date of Complainant’s letter dated January 14, 2019, provided additional time for Complainant to respond to the discovery requests until February 7, 2019.  Complainant provided no reasons for the need for any additional extension of time to respond to the discovery requests and to comply with the orders entered in this case requiring Complainant to respond to the discovery requests.

	On January 29, 2019, an interim order was entered denying Complainant’s request and directing Complainant to serve upon Counsel for Respondent, full and complete responses to all of the Interrogatories and Request For Production of Documents served upon Complainant by Respondent not later than February 7, 2019. 

On February 15, 2019, the undersigned presiding officer received correspondence from Complainant dated February 12, 2019, after the deadline imposed to respond to the discovery requests, another request for an extension of time to respond to the discovery requests propounded by Respondent.  Complainant provided no reasonable explanation as to why a request was not made for an extension prior to the deadline set by the interim order dated January 29, 2019 nor any reasonable explanation as to why the specific discovery requests could not be answered in a timely manner.

Under the circumstances the following order will be entered.  Complainant is advised that no further extensions of time will be granted to provide full and complete responses to the discovery requests propounded by Respondent.  In the event Complainant fails to comply with the order below, sanctions against Complainant will be considered, if appropriate, upon an appropriate request in this proceeding.








		THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

That Complainant shall serve upon Counsel for Respondent, full and complete responses to all of the Interrogatories and Request For Production of Documents served upon Complainant by Respondent not later than February 25, 2019.  No further extensions will be granted to Complainant. 



Date:  February 19, 2019					______________________________
								Jeffrey A. Watson
						       		Administrative Law Judge
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