BEFORE THE

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Robert Sumner



     :







     :




v.


     :

Docket No. C-20028342







     :

PPL Electric Utilities Corporation

     :

INITIAL DECISION
Before

DEBRA PAIST

Administrative Law Judge



On August 16, 2002, Robert Sumner filed a formal complaint which alleged that "MetEd/PP&L" had requested two security deposits and two reconnection fees from him after he had notified them of his having filed a petition in bankruptcy.  Because Mr. Sumner's complaint named two different utilities, the Secretary's Bureau of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission divided the allegations in Mr. Sumner's complaint into two complaints:  a complaint at Docket No. Z-01148163 against Metropolitan Edison Company and a separate complaint at Docket No. C-20028342 against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation.  As required by section 702 of the Public Utility Code,
 the Commission served a copy of the complaint at Docket No. Z-01148163 on Metropolitan Edison Company and served a copy of the complaint at Docket No. C‑20028342 on PPL Electric Utilities Corporation.



On September 9, 2002, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation filed an answer and a motion to dismiss as permitted by the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission regulations at 52 Pa. Code §§5.61 and 5.101-.102.  No answer to the motion has been filed.



In its motion, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation asserts that its records do not show an electric service account in Mr. Sumner's name and that Mr. Sumner's complaint therefore does not concern any action or inaction by PPL Electric Utilities Corporation in violation of a provision of the Public Utility Code, a Commission regulation or a Commission order.  66 Pa. C.S. §701; 52 Pa. Code §§5.21(a) and 5.22(a)(4).



Metropolitan Edison Company filed an answer to Mr. Sumner's complaint at Docket No. Z-01148163 wherein it acknowledged that Mr. Sumner is its customer and that it asked Mr. Sumner for a $300.00 security deposit.   Metropolitan Edison Company and PPL Electric Utilities Corporation are electric utilities, and it seems very unlikely that Mr. Sumner would receive electric service from both of them at his residence.  A logical alternative exists.  Mr. Sumner receives residential electric service from Metropolitan Edison Company and residential gas service from a PPL Gas Utilities Corporation subsidiary (PFG Gas, Inc. or North Penn Gas Company) or affiliate (PPL Energy Plus, LLC).



The letters "PPL" may appear on the gas service bills, correspondence and envelopes received by Mr. Sumner.  Because the letters "PPL" are now associated with both electric and gas utilities, confusion can easily arise in identifying the utility which is involved in the customer's complaint.



Given the unopposed assertion of PPL Electric Utilities Corporation that Mr. Sumner is not its customer, the assertion of Mr. Sumner that he is a customer of electric utility Metropolitan Edison Company, and the admission of Metropolitan Edison Company that Mr. Sumner is its customer, I conclude that it is proper to dismiss Mr. Sumner's complaint at Docket No. C-20028342 against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation.  The dismissal of the complaint at Docket No. C-20028342 does not preclude Mr. Sumner from filing a new complaint
 against any public utility which provides him with service.



THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:  That the formal complaint filed by Robert Sumner against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation at Docket No. C-20028342 is hereby dismissed in its entirety.

Dated:  October 11, 2002
















DEBRA PAIST








Administrative Law Judge



�	66 Pa. C.S. §702. 


�	This statement is not intended to suggest whether or not a complaint will prove successful.


�	Any public utility named in a complaint should be identified with specificity.  It may be helpful to attach to the complaint a photocopy of any disputed utility bill or correspondence which shows the utility's full name. 
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