BEFORE THE

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Mark D. Griffiths

           v.                                                                                                         Z-01032039

PPL Electric Utilities Corporation

INITIAL DECISION
Before

Richard M. Lovenwirth

Administrative Law Judge

I. HISTORY OF  THE PROCEEDINGS


On February 21, 2002 Mark D. Griffiths (hereinafter Complainant) filed a formal complaint against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (hereinafter Respondent).  The said complaint opined that the electric bills received by Complainant for usage at his home at R.R. 1, Box 160, Dalton, Pennsylvania 18414 were excessive.


An Answer and New Matter were filed by Respondent on March 13, 2002, which, in summary, denied that the bills received by Complainant were excessive.


A hearing was convened telephonically on June 27, 2002, in which both parties participated.  The transcript consists of 76 typewritten pages.  Respondent moved two exhibits into the record.  No briefs were filed subsequent to the hearing.


II. FINDINGS OF FACT


1.  Complainant is Mark D. Griffiths, an individual who resides with his wife and six-year-old daughter at R.R. 1, Box 160, Dalton, Pennsylvania 18414.


2.  Respondent is PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, a Pennsylvania Public Utility which has received from this Commission a certificate of public convenience which enables it provide public utility service to the public for compensation within the geographic boundaries set forth in its said certificate, including that area wherein the address of Complainant, set forth in Finding of Fact number one, is situate.


3.  Complainant’s complaints about the amounts of his electric bills being high, even during periods when he and his family were away from their home, fails to take into account the fact that he is on a monthly budget amount which remains the same month after month, notwithstanding the amount of electric usage which is recorded by the meter (N.T. 52). 


4.  Complaint agrees with the Respondent that the meter is accurately recording electric usage (N.T. 43, 60).  Complainant thinks, however, that Respondent’s other electric facilities (such as its electric lines) are defective and are causing Complainant’s electric bills to be excessive.  Complainant failed to produce any evidence to support his said conclusion, however. 


5.  Respondent’s employee measured the potential for electric usage at the Complainant’s home, and found that complainant was being billed for fewer kwh than was the potential for usage (N.T. 59-69; PPL  Exhibit # 2).

III. DISCUSSION


The burden of proving that the electric bills received by Complainant are excessive are placed squarely upon the shoulders of Complainant.  See 66 Pa. C.S.A. 332(a).


The foregoing Findings of Fact, which will not be repeated in this portion of the Decision, can only support a finding that the complaint must be dismissed.  This is true because Complainant has presented no evidence that his electric bills are excessive, as is his burden to do, as set forth in the next preceding paragraph.


IV. CONCLUSION OF LAW

This Commission has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this proceeding and over the parties thereto.

V. ORDER

Upon consideration of the foregoing, we now issue this ORDER:


That the complaint filed by Mark D. Griffiths against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation on February 21, 2002 at docket number Z-01032039 be and is hereby dismissed.

Dated:        October 4, 2002


__________________________________

                                                                       Richard M. Lovenwirth

                                                                       Administrative Law Judge
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