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HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDINGS


On September 20, 2001, Lisa Lippert filed a formal complaint against Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed), then doing business as GPU Energy and now a FirstEnergy Corporation company, which alleged (1) that, in trying to buy a house, she had discovered on her credit report an unpaid balance of $8,628.00 owed to Met-Ed; (2) that she disputed owing Met-Ed an unpaid balance of $8,628.00; and (3) that she wanted Met-Ed to have the $8,628.00 amount removed from her credit report as an unpaid balance.  On October 4, 2001, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) served Met-Ed with the complaint pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §702.



On October 26, 2001, Met-Ed filed a timely answer and new matter which alleged (1) that Ms. Lippert was then a Met-Ed customer and (2) that Met-Ed had referred overdue balances owed on a sequence of delinquent accounts in Ms. Lippert's name to a credit collection bureau.



By a notice dated January 3, 2002, I was assigned to the case, and the parties were told that a telephonic hearing on Ms. Lippert's complaint would be held on February 4, 2002.  By a January 7, 2002 prehearing order, I explained hearing procedures to the parties and directed both parties to be prepared to discuss at hearing several topics specified in the order.



On January 8, 2002, Met-Ed filed a motion to compel Ms. Lippert's responses to discovery previously sought by Met-Ed in connection with the resolution of Ms. Lippert's complaint.  Attached to the motion was a copy of Met-Ed's discovery request which, in the first paragraph, stated in conformity with the Commission regulation at 52 Pa. Code §5.341(d) that Ms. Lippert had 20 days to answer the discovery request.  By a January 18, 2002 order, I partially granted Met-Ed's motion to compel and directed Ms. Lippert to provide Met-Ed with certain information on or before February 8, 2002.  I set the response deadline at February 8 to allow sufficient time for Ms. Lippert to gather the required information and send it to Met-Ed.  In addition, I explained in my order the sanctions (penalties) which would apply if Ms. Lippert failed to provide Met-Ed with the specified information by the February 8 deadline.  Finally, I stated in my order that the February 4 hearing was cancelled and that the parties would be sent a separate notice of the new hearing date.



By a notice dated January 24, 2002, the parties were advised that the telephonic hearing had been reset for March 4, 2002.  In a motion filed on or about January 28, 2002, Met‑Ed requested that the hearing be rescheduled because its lawyer and witnesses had prior commitments outside Pennsylvania the week of March 4 to March 8, 2002.



By a notice dated February 1, 2002, Met-Ed's motion was granted and the parties were informed that the telephonic hearing had been rescheduled to March 11, 2002.  By a letter dated March 1, 2002, Met-Ed sent Ms. Lippert and me copies of exhibits which it intended to offer at the March 11, 2002 hearing.



Ms. Lippert did not request a continuance of the March 11, 2002 hearing or supply me with a telephone number other than the home and work telephone numbers which appeared on her formal complaint.



At the scheduled hearing time of 10:00 a.m. on March 11, 2002, Met-Ed telephonically appeared before me through its legal counsel and two witnesses.  However, when I tried to reach Ms. Lippert at the telephone number listed in her formal complaint as her home number (717-487-6192), I reached an answering machine on which I recorded the message that, if Ms. Lippert wanted to participate in a hearing on her complaint, she should telephone me at my direct dial number at work which I then provided as part of the message (Tr. 4).



Next, I tried to reach Ms. Lippert at the telephone number listed in her formal complaint as her work number (717-846-4000).  When I dialed the number, the person who answered the telephone announced that Ms. Lippert was not at work that day (Tr. 4).



At approximately 10:15 a.m., I checked for messages on my direct dial telephone number and also on the main telephone number of the Commission's Office of Administrative Law Judge because this number appears on hearing notices (Tr. 5).  No messages had been left on either telephone number (Tr. 5).



At 10:20 a.m., I again dialed Ms. Lippert's home telephone number and left a message on the answering machine (Tr. 5).



At 10:25 a.m., I began the hearing in Ms. Lippert's absence.  Nobody participated in the hearing on Ms. Lippert's behalf.  Met-Ed Compliance Section Business Analysts Bruce Wayne Beck and Tina Calcagno testified at the hearing (Tr. 12 and 28) and sponsored four exhibits which were admitted into evidence.  By the time Met-Ed had finished presenting its evidence at 11:10 a.m., Ms. Lippert had still not replied to my telephone messages regarding her participation in the hearing (Tr. 38).  A 45-page transcript resulted.

FINDINGS OF FACT


1.
Complainant is Lisa J. Lippert who receives residential electric service from Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed) which is now a FirstEnergy Corporation company and was formerly doing business as GPU Energy (Tr. 12-13 and 21; Met-Ed Exhibit 3).



2.
For the period of time corresponding to the allegations in the complaint at Docket No. C-20016213, Met-Ed had a policy of sending outside credit reporting companies (Transunion and Equifax) monthly information about all customers' active, final and written off bills which exceeded $10.00 (Tr. 13; Met‑Ed Exhibit 1 at pp. 1-2).



3.
Following its policy for the period in question, Met-Ed sent credit reporting companies information on Lisa Lippert's active, final or written off bills which exceeded $10.00 in amount (Tr. 14-16).



4.
Lisa Lippert has received residential electric service from Met-Ed at a series of different addresses over the course of her dealings with Met-Ed (Met-Ed Exhibit 2).




a.
From June of 1993 to June of 1994, Ms. Lippert received electric service at 1707 Long Drive, York, PA 17402 and made no payments to Met‑Ed (Tr. 15; Met-Ed Exhibit 2).




b.
From June of 1994 to April of 1995, Ms. Lippert received electric service at 1014 Lafayette Street, York, PA 17404 and made no payments to Met‑Ed (Tr. 15; Met-Ed Exhibit 2).




c.
From August of 1996 to September of 1997, Ms. Lippert received electric service at 15C Greenwood Road, York, PA 17404 and made a payment of $25.00 to Met-Ed on September 20, 1996 and a payment of $75.00 to Met-Ed on February 13, 1997 (Tr. 15; Met-Ed Exhibit 2).




d.
From September of 1997 to November of 1997, Ms. Lippert received electric service at 1303 West Market Street - Apartment 1, York, PA 17404 and made no payments to Met-Ed (Tr. 15; Met-Ed Exhibit 2).



5.
Each time Ms. Lippert moved to a new address, Met-Ed provided electric service to her under a new account number and transferred the unpaid balances from her prior Met-Ed account numbers to her new account number (Tr. 15; Met-Ed Exhibit 2).



6.
Adding together the unpaid balances on all her Met-Ed accounts, Ms. Lippert had a total unpaid, overdue balance of $8,628.15 on her Met-Ed accounts as of November 13, 1997 (Tr. 15-16; Met-Ed Exhibit 2).



7.
Met-Ed referred Ms. Lippert's overdue balance of $8,628.15 to the Credit Bureau of York, Inc. for collection in or about April of 1998 (Tr. 21-23; Met‑Ed Exhibit 3 at p. 2).



8.
The Credit Bureau of York, Inc., 33 South Duke Street, York, PA 17401 made several efforts to collect the overdue balance of $8,628.15 from Ms. Lippert including repeated letters and telephone messages left on Ms. Lippert's answering machine (Tr. 22; Met-Ed Exhibit 3).




a.
The Credit Bureau of York, Inc. began sending letters to Ms. Lippert about her overdue Met-Ed account balance of $8,628.15 in April of 1998 and began leaving messages on Ms. Lippert's answering machine in May of 1998 (Tr. 22; Met-Ed Exhibit 3 at p. 2).




b.
Some letters sent to Ms. Lippert by the Credit Bureau of York, Inc. were returned with a forwarding address and were then sent to the new address (Tr. 22; Met‑Ed Exhibit 3 at p. 2).




c.
The letters sent to Ms. Lippert by the Credit Bureau of York, Inc. explained that the letters were attempts to collect a debt owed by Ms. Lippert, that verification of the debt would be obtained by the Credit Bureau and sent to Ms. Lippert upon her written request, that Ms. Lippert's failure to make arrangements to pay the debt might adversely affect her ability to obtain credit, and that the unpaid debt would remain in her credit file for seven years (Met-Ed Exhibit 3).



9.
On September 8, 1999, Mr. Lippert filed an informal complaint with the Commission's Bureau of Consumer Services at BCS No. 0663186 because, on that date, Met-Ed had, in view of her outstanding balance of $8,628.15, required her to pay $600.00 before receiving electric service under a new account at 1583 West Poplar Terrace, York, PA 17404 (Tr. 29-30; Met-Ed Exhibit 4).




a.
By a September 20, 1999 decision, the Bureau of Consumer Services determined that Ms. Lippert owed a balance of $8,628.15 to Met-Ed and ordered Ms. Lippert to pay $600.00 to establish service at 1583 West Poplar Terrace, York and thereafter to pay her current monthly electric bills plus $15.00 monthly on her overdue balance (Tr. 30; Met-Ed Exhibit 4).




b.
Ms. Lippert did not make the required $600.00 payment and was not given service in her name at 1583 West Poplar Terrace, York (Tr. 30).




c.
Somebody claiming to be Chris R. Lippert applied to Met‑Ed for electric service at 1583 West Poplar Terrace, York, PA, but failed to provide valid identification and was consequently denied service (Tr. 31).  The social security number provided for Chris R. Lippert was not registered under that name (Tr. 30-31).
  



10.
From about November of 1997 to March of 2000, Ms. Lippert did not have Met-Ed electric service in her name (Tr. 32).



11.
Ms. Lippert moved to 1723 West Poplar Terrace, York, PA 17404 in March of 2000; received Met‑Ed residential electric service at that address; made no payments to Met‑Ed; and accumulated an overdue Met-Ed balance of $457.68 on her account at that address (Tr. 17 and 19-20).



12.
On or about May 18, 2001, Met-Ed removed several customers' accounts from the Credit Bureau of York, Inc., including Ms. Lippert's account with the overdue balance of $8,628.15, and sold the accounts to a private collection agency called Inovision (Tr. 23-24).



13.
When Ms. Lippert left 1723 West Poplar Terrace in the fall of 2001, she moved to 2382 Warwick Road, York, PA 17404; received Met-Ed residential electric service at the Warwick Road address; made a payment of $100.00 to Met‑Ed on February 20, 2002; and accumulated an overdue Met-Ed balance on her account at the Warwick Road address (Tr. 17 and 19-20).



14.
In 2002, Ms. Lippert and Met-Ed entered into a payment agreement concerning her overdue Met-Ed balance accrued since March of 2000 (Tr. 17-19).




a.
Based on a consideration of the Commission regulations in Chapter 56 of Title 52 of the Pennsylvania Code and also Ms. Lippert's household income and expenses, the payment agreement required Ms. Lippert to pay her current monthly electric bills plus $15.00 monthly on her overdue balance accrued since March of 2000 which included a balance of $457.68 from her account at 1723 West Poplar Terrace plus the balance from her account at 2382 Warwick Road which was her current address at the time of the March 11, 2002 hearing on her complaint at Docket No. C‑20016213 (Tr. 17‑20).




b.
As of the March 11, 2002 hearing on her complaint at Docket No. C-20016213, Ms. Lippert had not made any payments under the agreement (Tr. 17‑18).



15.
When Ms. Lippert filed her complaint at Docket No. C-20016213, Met-Ed ceased any further adverse action against Ms. Lippert pending resolution of the complaint (Tr. 24).

DISCUSSION



Ms. Lippert's complaint questions (1) whether Met-Ed properly informed a credit reporting company that she had a total overdue balance of about $8,628.00 and (2) whether she is entitled to have Met-Ed correct the information sent to the credit reporting company.  As the complainant, Ms. Lippert has the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that Met-Ed has violated the Public Utility Code at 66 Pa. C.S. §§101-3316, a Commission regulation in Title 52 of the Pennsylvania Code or a Commission order.  See Rush v. Pennsylvania-American Water Co., 75 Pa. PUC 49 (1991); 66 Pa. C.S. §§332(a) and 701; 52 Pa. Code §§5.21(a) and 5.22(a)(4).



Although Met-Ed could have simply moved for dismissal of the complaint at Docket No. C-20016213 on the ground that Ms. Lippert failed to prosecute her complaint by presenting evidence to support her complaint allegations, Met‑Ed chose to introduce evidence to refute the complaint allegations because it believed that the seriousness of the issues raised by the complaint necessitated its response and a ruling on the merits.  Met-Ed also asked that clarification be provided regarding payment of the additional overdue balance which Ms. Lippert has accrued since March of 2000.

I.
$8,628.15 OVERDUE BALANCE


In her complaint, Ms. Lippert claims that Met-Ed improperly informed a credit reporting company that she had a delinquent balance of $8,628.15.

A.
Reasonable Provision of Data


to Credit Reporting Company



Met-Ed Analyst Beck credibly explained that, for all customers including Ms. Lippert, Met-Ed had, for the time frame covered by the complaint, a policy of sending outside credit reporting companies monthly information about each customer's active, final and written off bills exceeding $10.00 (Fact-findings 2 and 3).



Pursuant to section 1501 of the Public Utility Code,
 the Commission is authorized to evaluate the reasonableness of a utility's provision of customer billing data to a credit reporting company.  Goldstein v. Pennsylvania Power and Light Co., C‑00981227 (opinion and order adopted April 29, 1999, entered April 30, 1999) at p. 10, reconsideration denied, (opinion and order adopted May 21, 1999, entered May 24, 1999), aff'd, (No. 1293 C.D. 1999, filed October 23, 2000); Gillespie v. Pennsylvania Electric Co., C‑00957568 (order entered July 29, 1996); Milisits v. Equitable Gas Co., C‑00935377 (order entered May 3, 1995); see also 52 Pa. Code §§56.31‑.32.  However, the Commission has held that, if it finds a utility's actions unreasonable, it can penalize the utility under section 3301 of the Public Utility Code,
 Goldstein, but cannot award damages (compensation) to the customer for loss of credit or loss of reputation.  Watson v. Bell Telephone Co. of Pennsylvania, 47 Pa. PUC 400 (1974).



For the following reasons, I conclude that Met-Ed's monthly transmittal of Ms. Lippert's billing data to credit reporting companies was not unreasonable within the meaning of section 1501 of the Public Utility Code.  Goldstein; Gillespie; Milisits.



Met‑Ed Analyst Beck's credible testimony establishes that Met-Ed provided the credit reporting companies with accurate billing information about Ms. Lippert which correctly showed that, since November 13, 1997, Ms. Lippert has owed Met-Ed a total overdue balance of $8,628.15 (Fact-findings 4.a-.d, 5, 6, 7 and 8.a-.c).  Goldstein; Milisits; see also 52 Pa. Code §§56.2 (definition of ratepayer) and 56.16(b) (when utility service is terminated or discontinued at a residence, the utility may transfer the customer's unpaid balance for service at that residence to the same customer's new service account at another residence).



In addition, the transmittal of the same categories of billing information for all customers including Ms. Lippert was equitable and nondiscriminatory (Fact‑findings 2 and 3).  See 52 Pa. Code §56.31.  The furnishing of billing information to credit reporting companies could help customers establish their creditworthiness when they apply for other utility service.  Gillespie; see 52 Pa. Code §56.32(1) and (3).



Furthermore, the transmittal of billing information to credit reporting companies is consistent with the Commission's support of public utilities' efforts to minimize delinquent and uncollectible customer accounts.  Gillespie; see, e.g., Moyer v. United Telephone Co. of Pennsylvania, F‑00285590 (opinion and order adopted April 11, 1996, entered June 4, 1996); Young v. PECO Energy Co., C-00956790 (opinion and order adopted January 25, 1996, entered February 14, 1996); see also 52 Pa. Code §56.81(1) and (5) (termination of service for nonpayment). 

B.
Reasonable Referral to


Collection Agency



According to the credible testimony of Met-Ed Analyst Beck, Ms. Lippert sequentially had four Met-Ed accounts at four different residences between June of 1993 and November of 1997 but sent Met-Ed only two payments totaling $100.00 during that period (Fact‑findings 4.a-.d).  Ms. Lippert accrued an overdue balance of $8,628.15 by failing to pay her Met-Ed bills for electric service to various residential addresses over a period of years (Fact‑findings 4.a-.d, 5 and 6).  In or about April of 1998, Met-Ed referred Ms. Lippert's $8,628.15 delinquent balance to the Credit Bureau of York, Inc. for collection (Fact-findings 7, 8 and 8.a).  When the Credit Bureau of York, Inc. proved unable to collect any of Ms. Lippert's delinquent balance despite its repeated efforts to do so (Fact-findings 8.a-.c), Met-Ed removed Ms. Lippert's account and several other customer accounts from the Credit Bureau of York, Inc. on May 18, 2001, and sold them to a private collection agency called Inovision (Fact‑finding 12). 



Under section 1501 of the Public Utility Code, the Commission is empowered to ascertain the reasonableness of a utility's referral of a delinquent customer account to a collection agency.  Davis v. Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc., F‑00165721 (opinion and order adopted July 22, 1993, entered September 17, 1993).  The Commission has ruled that, if it finds a utility's referral unreasonable, it has "the authority to order the utility to undo what it has done, namely, transfer the finalized balance to an active account" so that the Commission can set a payment plan on the balance owed by the customer.  Id. at 7.



For the following reasons, I conclude that Met-Ed's referral of Ms. Lippert's overdue balance of $8,628.15 to a collection agency was not unreasonable within the meaning of section 1501 of the Public Utility Code.



The Commission has repeatedly held that a utility is entitled to payment for service rendered to a customer.  Kanarr Processing Specialties v. UGI Corp., 68 Pa. PUC 153 (1988); Scaccia v. West Penn Power Co., 55 Pa. PUC 637 (1982); 52 Pa. Code §56.2 (definition of ratepayer).  The Commission billing regulations in Chapter 56 of Title 52 of the Pennsylvania Code set forth the practices, procedures, and responsibilities which the Commission considers to be reasonable billing service by a public utility under section 1501 of the Public Utility Code.  The Chapter 56 billing regulations are prefaced by a statement of purpose and policy which specifies:  "Every privilege conferred or duty required by this chapter imposes an obligation of good faith, honesty and fair dealing in its performance and enforcement."  52 Pa. Code §56.1.



Indisputably, Ms. Lippert has a long history of establishing an electric service account in her name for a particular residence, occupying the residence for about a year or less, failing to pay the bills in her name for electric service to the residence, and then moving to another residence where she establishes electric service in her name under a different account and accumulates another overdue balance (Fact-findings 4.a-.d, 5 and 6).  By making only two payments to Met-Ed for electric service received in her name over a period of four and a half years, Ms. Lippert has demonstrated the lack of a good‑faith intent to pay for the service which she has received.  The Commission has recognized that, when a customer fails to pay for service received, a utility's paying customers are unfairly being asked to subsidize the nonpaying customer's lifestyle.  Young v. PECO Energy Co., C‑00956790 (order adopted January 25, 1996, entered February 14, 1996) at p. 13; O'Toole v. Bell Telephone Co. of Pennsylvania, 77 Pa. PUC 98 (1992).



Accordingly, by her own actions, Ms. Lippert has made herself ineligible under the Commission's Chapter 56 regulations for a payment plan on her $8,628.15 overdue Met‑Ed balance, and Met-Ed has properly referred this balance to collection agencies.

II.
ADDITIONAL OVERDUE BALANCE


Met-Ed also presented evidence about the more recent overdue balance which Ms. Lippert has accumulated in addition to the $8,628.15 balance referred to collection agencies.  Met-Ed asked for clarification of the payment due on the more recent balance.



As revealed by the credible testimony of Met-Ed Analysts Beck and Calcagno, Ms. Lippert owes two distinct overdue balances.  As of November 13, 1997, Ms. Lippert had accrued a delinquent balance of $8,628.15 which, as already discussed, has been properly referred by Met‑Ed to collection agencies (Fact-findings 6, 7 and 12).  For the period from November 1997 to March of 2000, Ms. Lippert was not a Met-Ed ratepayer of record (Fact-finding 10).  In March of 2000, Ms. Lippert re‑established Met‑Ed electric service in her name and began accumulating another overdue balance of several hundred dollars (Fact-findings 11 and 13).



Regarding Ms. Lippert's recent overdue balance accumulated since March of 2000, Met-Ed Analyst Beck credibly stated that Met-Ed and Ms. Lippert had entered into a payment agreement in 2002 for Ms. Lippert to pay her current monthly Met-Ed bills plus $15.00 monthly on her overdue Met-Ed balance accrued since March of 2000 (Fact‑findings 14 and 14.a).  As of the March 11, 2002 hearing, Ms. Lippert had not yet made a payment under the agreement (Fact-finding 14.b).  Met-Ed requests that Ms. Lippert be ordered to keep this agreement or be subject to termination of service.



The requested payment of current monthly bills plus $15.00 monthly on the overdue balance accrued since March of 2000 is consistent with a September 20, 1999 Bureau of Consumer Services' decision involving Ms. Lippert and Met-Ed (Fact‑finding 9.a) and also conforms with the requirement that Ms. Lippert pay for the service received by her.  See Young; O'Toole; 52 Pa. Code §§56.1 (good faith prerequisite) and 56.2 (definition of ratepayer).  Therefore, I shall order Ms. Lippert to pay her current monthly Met-Ed bills plus $15.00 monthly on her overdue Met-Ed balance accumulated since March of 2000 until this overdue balance is fully paid.  If Ms. Lippert fails to pay her Met-Ed bills as ordered, Met-Ed may terminate Ms. Lippert's service pursuant to the Commission regulations at 52 Pa. Code §§56.81 and 56.83 which list permissible grounds for terminating service, including the ratepayer's failure to comply with the material terms of a payment agreement and the ratepayer's nonpayment of a delinquent account.  See also 52 Pa. Code §§56.82 and 56.91-.118. 

III.
DENY COMPLAINT WITH PREJUDICE



All three hearing notices sent to Ms. Lippert and Met-Ed regarding the case at Docket No. C-20016213 listed the telephone numbers at which the parties would be contacted for the hearing and further declared in boldface type:  "If you have not provided a current telephone number where you can be reached for participation in the hearing OR YOUR AREA CODE HAS CHANGED, then you must contact the presiding officer at least 7 days before the actual hearing and provide the necessary information."  The notices also warned in italicized type:  "Attention:  You may lose the case if you do not take part in this hearing and present facts on the issues raised."



All three hearing notices listed 717-487-6192 as the telephone number at which Ms. Lippert would be called at the scheduled hearing time identified in the notices.  This was the telephone number listed in the formal complaint at Docket No. C‑20016213 as Ms. Lippert's home telephone number.  Ms. Lippert did not ask to be called for the hearing on her complaint at a telephone number different from the one shown on the hearing notices.



Ms. Lippert did not ask for a continuance of the hearing on her complaint scheduled for 10:00 a.m. on March 11, 2002.  As mentioned previously, at 10:00 a.m. on March 11, 2002, I could not reach Ms. Lippert at either her home telephone number or the telephone number listed on her formal complaint as her work telephone number.



Pursuant to  Jefferson v. UGI Utilities, Inc., Z-00269892 (order adopted October 26, 1995, entered December 26, 1995), the unexcused nonparticipation of Ms. Lippert in the March 11, 2002 hearing results in a waiver of her right to a hearing and a dismissal or denial of her complaint at Docket No. C-20016213 with prejudice for her failure to prosecute the complaint.  The expression “with prejudice” means that Ms. Lippert cannot send the Commission or the Commission's Bureau of Consumer Services another complaint against Met-Ed which concerns the same subject matter (the $8,628.15 overdue balance) as her complaint at Docket No. C-20016213.  Based on the unrebutted evidence presented by Met-Ed, I have ruled against Ms. Lippert on the merits of her complaint allegations.  Therefore, I shall deny Ms. Lippert's complaint with prejudice.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW


1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this proceeding.  66 Pa. C.S. §701.



2.
As the complainant, Ms. Lippert had, but failed to carry, the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that Met-Ed violated the Public Utility Code, a Commission regulation or a Commission order.  66 Pa. C.S. §§332(a) and (701); 52 Pa. Code §§5.21(a) and 5.22(a)(4).



3.
Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §1501, the Commission is authorized to evaluate the reasonableness of a utility's provision of customer billing data to a credit reporting company.  Goldstein; Gillespie; Milisits.



4.
For the time frame covered by the complaint at Docket No. C‑20016213, Met-Ed's provision to credit reporting companies of monthly billing data about Ms. Lippert's active, final and written off bills over $10.00 was not unreasonable and did not violate the Public Utility Code, a Commission regulation or a Commission order.  66 Pa. C.S. §1501;  see also 52 Pa. Code §§56.31-.32.



5.
When utility service is terminated or discontinued at a residence, the utility may transfer the customer's unpaid balance for service at that residence to the same customer's new service account at another residence.  52 Pa. Code §56.16(b).



6.
Under 66 Pa. C.S. §1501, the Commission is empowered to ascertain the reasonableness of a utility's referral of a delinquent customer account to a collection agency.  Davis.



7.
Regarding Ms. Lippert's $8,628.15 overdue balance accrued as of November 13, 1997, Met-Ed's referral of this balance to a collection agency was not unreasonable and did not violate the Public Utility Code, a Commission regulation or a Commission order.  66 Pa. C.S. §1501; 52 Pa. Code §§56.1‑.2.


8.
A utility is entitled to payment for service rendered to a customer, and a customer is obligated to pay for utility service received.  52 Pa. Code §56.2.



9.
"Every privilege conferred or duty required by [Chapter 56] imposes an obligation of good faith, honesty and fair dealing in its performance and enforcement."  52 Pa. Code §56.1.



10.
Requiring Ms. Lippert to pay her currently monthly Met-Ed bills plus $15.00 monthly on her overdue balance accrued since March of 2000 is consistent with 52 Pa. Code §§56.1-.2, 56.81 and 56.83.



11.
Electric service to Ms. Lippert may be terminated if she fails to make ordered payments.  52 Pa. Code §§56.81 and 56.83.



12.
When a complainant fails to prosecute a complaint by presenting evidence at a scheduled hearing, the complaint may be dismissed or denied with prejudice because the complainant's unexcused nonparticipation in the hearing constitutes a waiver of the right to a hearing.  Jefferson.

ORDER


THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the formal complaint filed by Lisa Lippert against Metropolitan Edison Company at Docket No. C-20016213 is hereby denied with prejudice.



2.
That, on or before the payment deadlines stated in her monthly Metropolitan Edison Company bills, Lisa Lippert is hereby ordered to pay her current monthly Metropolitan Edison Company bills and also to pay Metropolitan Edison Company $15.00 each month on her overdue balance accrued since March of 2000 until this balance is fully paid.



3.
That, if Lisa Lippert fails to make the payments stated in numbered paragraph 2 of this Order, Metropolitan Edison Company is authorized to terminate 

Lisa Lippert's electric service in accordance with the Commission's regulations in Chapter 56 of Title 52 of the Pennsylvania Code.

Dated:  July 24, 2002















DEBRA PAIST








Administrative Law Judge

�	As a condition for obtaining service, a utility may require an applicant to pay a cash deposit, 52 Pa. Code §56.33(1), or an outstanding residential account balance which accrued within the past four years.  52 Pa. Code §56.35.


�	A utility may demand proper identification of a proposed ratepayer before providing service to an applicant.  See 52 Pa. Code §§56.1 (good faith, honesty and fair dealing required), 56.31 (a utility may evaluate an applicant's credit risk), 56.32(3) (a utility may examine an applicant's credit risk) and 56.81(6) (service may be terminated for fraud or material misrepresentation of identity used to obtain service).


�	66 Pa. C.S. §1501 (a utility must furnish and maintain reasonable service).


�	66 Pa. C.S. §3301.
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