BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION



Michael Chattin					:		C-2017-2630649
							:
	v.						:
							:
Pennsylvania Electric Company			:
												

							
RULE TO SHOW CAUSE 
WHY COMPLAINT SHOULD NOT BE DISMISSED

		The parties are directed to read this Interim Order in its entirety, as it contains important information regarding the above-captioned matter.  

		Michael Chattin (Complainant) is here by ORDERED TO SHOW CAUSE why the Complaint in the above-captioned matter should not be DISMISSED.  

There has been extensive procedural history in this matter, and it will not be addressed in this Rule.  It was addressed in detail in an Interim Order issued May 29, 2019.  

On May 22, 2019, the Commission issued a Judge Change Notice, reassigning this matter to me.  

On May 29, 2019, I issued a Second Interim Order Scheduling a Prehearing Conference, scheduling a prehearing conference for July 22, 2019; outlining the purposes of the prehearing conference; and ordering the parties to attend and participate in the prehearing conference.  

On June 7, 2019, I received correspondence from Complainant dated June 5, 2019, in response to the May 29, 2019 Interim Order.  In his correspondence, Complainant makes various arguments, some of which are summarized below: 
a.  	I, Judge DeVoe, as a paid employee of the Public Utility Commission (Commission), have a “vested interest in the financial well-being of the Respondent,” such that Claimant has “serious doubts about [my] ability to judge or mediate impartially and fairly between Claimant and [my] employer/Respondent.”  He argues that, based solely on the fact I am a Commission employee, my involvement in this matter is “an obvious and egregious ‘conflict of interest.’”  He argues that I am “disqualified as an independent and objective mediator” and am “not able to judge the facts or merits of the case due to [my] inherent bias for [my] employer.”  (emphasis in original).  He argues that my “very employment destroys [my] credibility because [I] cannot pretend to mediate without bias towards [my] employer.”  

c.  	I, Judge DeVoe, only have jurisdiction over Complainant and his Complaint if Complainant expressly consents to my authority, which he does not.  Complainant argues, “Filing a complaint with the Pennsylvania PUC does not place [him] under [my] jurisdiction,” and he “cannot be ordered/compelled by a biased employee of the Respondent to do anything such as be ‘compelled to appear’ for a prehearing conference or anything else.”  He writes he will not allow me to “mediate for him in any proceeding either on the phone or in person” and any jurisdiction I have is “cancelled.”  

c.  	“[A]ll court proceedings in the U.S. since the bankruptcy of the United States, Inc. in 1934, are all about contracts and nothing but contracts.”  

d.  	I, Judge DeVoe, and the Commission “hold” Act 129 “in contempt for lying to the public.”  

e.  	The proceedings in this matter are “the very definition of a ‘kangaroo court.’”

f.  	The only way to resolve his case is “through a Common Law Board of Arbitration.”  

g.  	Complainant believes that my May 29, 2019 Interim Order is an “offer to contract” and he “do[es] not accept this offer to contract.”  (See Attachment to Complainant’s Correspondence)

h.  	Complainant “do[es] not consent to these proceedings.”  (See Attachment to Complainant’s Correspondence)

Complainant is hereby ORDERED to SHOW CAUSE why the Complaint should not be DISMISSED.  In his response, Complainant may address any relevant argument, but must address the following issues: 

1.  Complainant argues that employment by the Commission necessarily renders an individual disqualified from presiding over and adjudicating his Complaint.  Therefore, since all of the Commission’s Administrative Law Judges (ALJs), including the Chief ALJ, and all of the Commission’s Commissioners are employees of the Commission, it appears there is no individual to whom the Commission could assign the Complaint whom Complainant would recognize has authority to adjudicate his Complaint.  

2.  Complainant argues that “all court proceedings in the U.S. since the bankruptcy of the United States, Inc. in 1934, are all about contracts and nothing but contracts,” but the Commission does not have authority to preside over contract disputes. 

3.  Complainant argues that the only way to resolve his Complaint is “through a Common Law Board of Arbitration,” but the Commission does not have a “Common Law Board of Arbitration.”
  
4.  Neither I nor the Commission have the authority to transfer this matter to an “Article III” judge.     

5.  Complainant expressly refuses to acknowledge my authority to adjudicate his Complaint, indicates he does not consent to these proceedings, and expressed his intent not to comply with my Orders.  Unless Complainant acknowledges my authority to adjudicate his Complainant and agrees to comply with my Orders, I cannot proceed with his Complaint, consistent with the Commission’s rules.  

6.  It appears Complainant is requesting an adjudicatory process that the Commission cannot provide (a “Common Law Board of Arbitration”) presided over by an arbitrator that the Commission cannot provide (an individual not employed by the Commission).  
7.  It appears Complainant is simultaneously requesting relief from the Commission, while arguing that the Commission does not have jurisdiction to adjudicate his Complaint. 
		Complainant must submit a response to this Rule such that it is received by my office by July 8, 2019.  Complainant must submit a copy of his response to Respondent such that it is received by Respondent by July 8, 2019.  

		Any response received by my office after July 8, 2019, will be considered untimely and will result in Complainant’s Complaint being dismissed with prejudice.  

		If Complainant does not submit a response to the Rule such that it is received by my office by July 8, 2019, the Complaint will be dismissed with prejudice.     

		THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:


1. That Complainant shall submit a response to this Rule to Show Cause such that it is received by my office by July 8, 2019.  

1. That Complainant shall submit a copy of his response to this Rule to Show Cause to Respondent such that it is received by Respondent by July 8, 2019.  

1. That the prehearing conference scheduled for July 22, 2019 shall, as of this time, remain scheduled.  
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								Emily I. DeVoe
								Administrative Law Judge
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