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BEFORE THE 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 
 
MICHELE HRIADIL and    : 
FRANCIS HRIADIL,    : 
      : 
  Complainants,   : 
      : 
 v.     : No: C-2016-2571726    
      : 
DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY,  : 
      : 
  Respondent.   :  
 

 

MOTION REQUESTING A PRE-HEARING RULING ON RESPONDENT’S PENDING 
MOTIONS IN LIMINE 

 

 Pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.103, Respondent Duquesne Light Company, by and through 

its attorneys, Tucker Arensberg, P.C., files this Motion Requesting a Pre-Hearing Ruling on 

Respondent’s Pending Motions in Limine. 

 1. As noted in Respondent’s Status Report being filed today, January 17, 2024, there 

are currently two outstanding Motions in Limine filed on behalf of Respondent, which were 

previously held in abeyance by the Presiding Administrative Law Judge, Jeffrey A Watson.  (See 

Respondent’s “Motion in Limine to Bar Complainants from Introducing or Relying Upon 

Inadmissible Evidence” attached as Exhibit “A” to this Motion and Respondent’s “Motion in Limine 

to Preclude Complainants’ Purported Expert Testimony” attached as Exhibit “B” to this Motion).   

 2. Respondent respectfully requests that Respondent’s Motion in Limine to Bar 

Complainants from Introducing or Relying Upon Inadmissible Evidence and Respondent’s Motion 

in Limine to Preclude Complainants Purported Expert Testimony (collectively “Pending Motions 

in Limine”), both of which have been fully briefed, be ruled upon prior to the hearing on this matter 



to further the interests of judicial efficiency and to avoid a potential waste of the parties’ and judicial 

resources. 

 3. Moreover, the Pennsylvania Supreme Court has held that in order for a 

Complainant to prove a violation of 66 Pa. C.S. § 1501: 

[A complainant] must present expert opinion rendered to a reasonable degree of 
scientific certainty that smart meters emit RFs and that RF emissions cause 
adverse health effects and . . . expert opinion rendered to a reasonable degree of 
medical certainty that RF emissions from the smart meters, either alone or 
cumulative to other sources of RF emissions, caused them harm.   
 

Povacz v. State PUC, 280 A.3d 975, 1006 (Pa. 2022).  If Respondent’s Motion in Limine to 

Preclude Complainants’ Purported Expert Testimony is granted and Complainants offer no other 

witnesses, Complainants cannot meet their burden of proof in this case.  Therefore, it is necessary 

to resolve Respondent’s pending Motions in Limine prior to a hearing on this matter.   

 WHEREFORE, Respondent, Duquesne Light Company respectfully requests that the 

Presiding Administrative Law Judge rule on Respondent’s Pending Motions in Limine prior a 

hearing on this matter.  

 

        Respectfully submitted,  

       TUCKER ARENSBERG, P.C. 

 

       _______________________________ 
       Jeremy V. Farrell, Esquire 
        Pa. I.D. No. 316258 
                  jfarrell@tuckerlaw.com 
            1500 One PPG Place    
       Pittsburgh, PA  15222  
       (412) 566-1212 
       (412) 594-5619 (fax) 
       Counsel for Respondent  

Duquesne Light Company 
 

 

mailto:jfarrell@tuckerlaw.com


meyers�
Stamp
















































meyers�
Stamp
































EXHIBIT A



































































EXHIBIT B











EXHIBIT C





































































EXHIBIT D



































 

BEFORE THE 
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 
MICHELE HRIADIL and   : 
FRANCIS HRIADIL,    : 
      : 
  Complainants,   : 
 vs.     : No: C-2016-2571726 
      : 
DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY,  : 
      : 
  Respondent.   :  
  

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I hereby certify that I have this day served a true copy of the foregoing Respondent’s 

Motion for Summary Judgment and to Stay Hearing Pending Outcome of Accommodation 

Process and accompanying Appendix to Brief upon the participants listed below in accordance 

with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54 (relating to service by a participant): 

Michele and Francis Hriadil 
331 Shady Ridge Drive 
Monroeville, PA 15146 

 
Via Email:  hriadil@attglobal.net 

 
 

Administrative Law Judge DeVoe 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission 

Office of Administrative Law Judge 
Piatt Place, Suite 220 

301 Fifth Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15222 

 
Via First-Class, U.S. Mail 

 
 

Dated this 17th day of January 2024 
 
 
             
       ______________________________ 

       Jeremy V. Farrell, Esquire 
       Pa. I.D. No. 316258  

       jfarrell@tuckerlaw.com 
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