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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING



On June 21, 2001, Joseph Deptula (Complainant) filed a Complaint against PECO Energy Company (Respondent or PECO) alleging, inter alia, that there was an inaccurate meter reading for the period from 3/28/01 to 4/19/01 when PECO installed an automatic meter.

Respondent duly filed an Answer averring, inter alia, that on 4/19/01, Complainant's meter was replaced with an AMR meter; that the final reading on the old meter was 36336; that the prior reading was 35765; that the total Kwh recorded for 3/28/01 to 4/19/01 was 571 Kwh; that this was a 22 day period; that on 4/19/01, the meter was set with a reading of 00000; that on 4/27/01, a reading of 0189 was obtained which covered an 8 day period; that PECO has accurately billed Complainant for service rendered during the period; and that Complainant's usage is consistent with historical data.



An in-person hearing was scheduled to be held on 10/31/01.  Respondent appeared by counsel and had one witness.  Complainant did not appear and the home telephone number listed in the Complaint was disconnected.  Counsel for Respondent advised the Administrative Law Judge that Complainant had moved to Omaha, Nebraska whereupon the Administrative Law Judge placed a call to Complainant in Omaha.  Complainant's wife answered the phone and elected to proceed with the Complaint proceeding on the telephone.  Accordingly, the Administrative Law Judge converted the hearing from an in-person hearing to a telephonic hearing.  Complainant's wife testified on behalf of Complainant.  Respondent presented one witness and introduced three exhibits.

FINDINGS OF FACT



1.
Complainant is Joseph Deptula.  He resides at 16619 Holmes Street, Omaha, Nebraska with his wife Karen Deptula and their two children.



2.
Karen Deptula testified on behalf of Complainant.



3.
The electric meter was changed on 4/19/01 at Complainant's former residence at 738 Springton Circle, Aston, PA.



4.
A final reading on the old meter was taken on 4/19/01 and showed 36336.  This reading was for the period from 3/28/01 to 4/19/01.  The prior reading was 35765 which results in a calculated difference of 571 Kwh.  Complainant had erroneously calculated the difference at 657 Kwh (PECO Exhibit No. 3).



5.
The 571 Kwh usage for the 22-day period (3/28/01 to 4/19/01) results in a daily average usage of 25.9 Kwh per day (PECO Exhibit No. 3).



6.
On the following 8 days (4/19/01 – 4/27/01), the measured usage was 189 Kwh (PECO Exhibit No. 3).



7.
For the 30 day period 3/28/01 – 4/27/01, the measured usage is 760 Kwh [571 + 189 = 760 Kwh] (PECO Exhibit No. 3).



8.
Comparable periods in the prior and current years show the following daily usage (DAU):

Period ending -
3/28/00
-
23.8
Kwh DAU






4/27/00
-
20.2
Kwh DAU






5/25/00
-
29.1
Kwh DAU





Total



73.1

Period ending -
3/28/01
-
21.5
Kwh DAU






4/27/01
-
25.3
Kwh DAU






5/25/01
-
23.4
Kwh DAU





Total



70.2

(PECO Exhibit No. 1).


9.
The overall average usage for the three month period shown in Finding of Fact 8 is less than that for the comparable 2000 period (PECO Exhibit No. 1).

DISCUSSION



In this proceeding, Complainant questions the accuracy of the electric meter reading for the period from 3/28/01 to 4/19/01.  Complainant believes that the problem came to light when the meter was changed on 4/19/01 and a final reading on the old meter was taken.  Complainant attached to his Complaint several documents which he prepared and which he believes support his claim.



In its case, PECO utilized one of these documents and introduced it as PECO Exhibit 3 explaining that Complainant had made a mathematical error in his computations.  Complainant's erroneous calculation appears in the following line on PECO Exhibit No. 3 (line 3 on PECO Exhibit No. 3):








Previous
Total






Meter

Meter

Energy

Period


# of Days
Reading
Reading 
Used   
Energy/Day
March 28-

April 19, 2001
     22

36336

35765

  657

    29.86



Complainant's error appears in the subtraction of 35765 from 36336.  Complainant has it at 657 Kwh.  The correct subtraction is 571 Kwh which results in an energy usage per day of 25.9 Kwh (571 ( 22 days).  In order to obtain a 30 day usage (for comparison purposes), the additional 8 day metered usage of 189 Kwh usage (shown on line 4 of PECO Exhibit No. 3) was added to the 571 Kwh usage for the foregoing 22 day usage period (3/28/01 to 4/19/01), resulting in a total 30 day metered usage of 760 Kwh (571 + 189 = 760 Kwh).  This 760 Kwh usage when divided by 30 days reveals a 25.3 Kwh energy usage per day.



A perusal of the energy usage per day for comparable periods in the prior and current years reveals the following (PECO Exhibit No. 1):

Period ending
3/28/00
-
23.8
Kwh daily average use






4/27/00
-
20.2
Kwh daily average use






5/25/00
-
29.1
Kwh daily average use





Total



73.1

Period ending
3/28/01
-
21.5
Kwh daily average use






4/27/01
-
25.3
Kwh daily average use






5/25/01
-
23.4
Kwh daily average use





Total



70.2



Dividing each of the above totals by 3 (representing the 3 month periods compared) results in the following:



For 2000 – 73.1 ( 3 = 26.36 Kwh daily average use



For 2001 – 70.2 ( 3 = 23.4   Kwh daily average use



Thus, although Complainant asserts that the usage for 2001 was less than that for 2000, a comparison of the total for comparable 3 month periods in the two years reveals that measured usage for the compared periods in 2001 was lower than in 2000.



By reason of all of the foregoing, it has not been convincingly demonstrated of record (and it is Complainant's burden to do so) that the complained of meter reading was incorrect.  Accordingly, the Complaint will be dismissed.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and subject matter in this proceeding.



2.
Complainant has failed to sustain his burden of proof.

ORDER



THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the Complaint of Joseph Deptula against PECO Energy Company in Docket No. C-20015713 is hereby dismissed.



2.
That the record in this proceeding be marked closed.

_________________________

___________________________________

Date





HERBERT SMOLEN







Administrative Law Judge
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