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History of the Proceeding



In a formal complaint filed on April 26, 2002, Younes Mekkaoui (“Complainant”) claimed that his monthly electric bills were too high considering the size of his apartment and the brief time that he stayed there.  Duquesne Light Company (“Respondent”) filed an answer and new matter.



A telephonic hearing was held on September 4, 2002.  The record, which closed on September 27, 2002, consists of a 42-page transcript and 5 exhibits introduced by the Respondent.



For the reasons stated in the discussion following the findings of fact, I am dismissing the complaint for failure to meet the burden of proof.

Findings of Fact

1. The Complainant, Younes Mekkaoui, currently resides at 107 Station Street Extension, Apartment 5, Loyalhanna, PA 15661.

2. Mr. Mekkaoui is no longer a customer of Duquesne Light Company.

3. This dispute arose while Mr. Mekkaoui was a customer of Duquesne Light Company when he resided at 6356 Aurelia Street, Apartment 3, Pittsburgh, PA 15206 (“the subject apartment”).

4. The subject apartment has one bedroom.  The Complainant claims that he was working 14 hours a day while he resided there and that his bills for electricity were “like $60 something a month”.  (Tr. 7-8)

5. The Complainant stated that when he complained to Duquesne Light Company about high bills, the Respondent sent someone to his apartment, then wrote him a letter saying that the bills were accurate.  (Tr. 8)

6. The Complainant testified that he refused to pay the electric bills because they were too high.  (Tr. 8)

7. The final balance due from Mr. Mekkaoui’s account is $1,271.16.  This amount is based on a final reading dated August 1, 2002. (Tr. 17; DQL Exhibit No. 1)

8. According to the Respondent’s records, daily electricity consumption at the subject apartment increased during the winter months.  (Tr. 19; DQL Exhibit No. 2)

9. On March 26, 2002, in response to an informal complaint by Mr. Mekkaoui, the Bureau of Consumer Services (“BCS”) at Case No. 0933294 directed Mr. Mekkaoui to pay his monthly budget bills plus $15.00 each month toward his arrearages.  (Tr. 20-23; DQL Exhibits 3 & 4)

10. The subject account was opened in June 2000 and was closed in August 2002.  During that time only three payments were made on the account: $76.00 in November 2000; $115.00 in December 2000; and $40.00 in August 2001.  (DQL Exhibit 1)

11. On March 22, 2001, in response to a call from the Complainant, the Respondent sent an agent to the subject property to investigate a high-bill complaint.  (Tr. 23; DQL Exhibit No. 5)

12. The Complainant’s meter was tested on March 22, 2001, and was found to be working properly.  (Tr. 28; DQL Exhibit No. 5)

13. The meter inspector found no grounds or foreign loads on the Complainant’s electrical system.  (Tr. 29; DQL Exhibit No. 5)

14. In addition to lighting fixtures, the Complainant’s apartment contained the following electrical equipment: a dishwasher, computer, microwave oven, television, stereo, refrigerator, and an electric space heater in the bathroom.  (Tr. 29, 30; DQL Exhibit No. 5)

15. Mr. Mekkaoui testified that he lived at the subject apartment for about 2 years.  For 18 months he lived there alone, and for the final 6 months his fiancée resided with him.  (Tr. 34, 35)

16. Mr. Mekkaoui testified that he did not use the electric space heater because he had a gas furnace.  (Tr. 35)

Discussion



The testimony of the Complainant regarding his two years of residency on Aurelia Street in Pittsburgh is very sparse.  In effect, he simply says that his electric bills were too high for one person in a one-bedroom apartment.  One must look to the Respondent’s evidence to see how high those bills were and what kind of appliances were in the apartment.  One sees, for example, that Mr. Mekkaoui’s bills totaled $1,502.00 for the 26 months he resided on Aurelia Street.  That averages out to charges of $57.77 per month for electricity.  On the other hand, the record shows that Mr. Mekkaoui paid a total of $231.00 for the 26 months that he received electric service on Aurelia Street.  That averages out to payment of $8.88 per month.



For its part, Duquesne Light’s evidence shows that Mr. Mekkaoui’s meter was functioning properly and that there were no grounds or foreign loads on his line.  The Respondent also showed that during the winter months the Complainant used very high amounts of electricity.  Three times, for example, during the winter of 2000 – 2001, the actual meter readings at Mr. Mekkaoui’s apartment showed usage in excess of $100.00.  Duquesne Light also showed that the appliances in the Complainant’s apartment were capable of using the amounts of electricity for which he was charged.  This is especially true if the bathroom space heater was used during the cold weather.



The burden of proof in a case such as this is on the Complainant.  Since Mr. Mekkaoui is requesting the Commission to find that he was overcharged for electric service, it is his burden to provide sufficient evidence upon which such requested relief can be granted.  The Complainant’s evidence is insufficient to support that burden.



In a typical high bill complaint, the complainant attempts to show that the bill complained of is substantially higher than normal and that the number of occupants in the residence has not changed.  In Mr. Mekkaoui’s case, there are no dramatic changes to the patterns of his billing history.  He simply says that his bills (i.e., all his bills) are too high.  The evidence does not support his claim.



Since Mr. Mekkaoui is no longer a customer of Duquesne Light Company, the Commission will not establish a payment arrangement for a former customer who is determined to owe for past utility service.  See: French v. West Penn Power Co., C-00970856 (entered April 16, 1998); and Bollinger v. Duquesne Light Co., and The Peoples Natural Gas Co., Z-00377307 (entered April 29, 1998).  The entire amount of the Respondent’s outstanding bill for utility service is due and payable immediately upon entry of the Commission’s final Order.

Conclusions of Law

1. This Commission has jurisdiction over the parties to and the subject matter of this dispute.

2. As the party seeking affirmative relief from the Commission, the Complainant bears the burden of proof in this matter.

3. The Complainant has failed to meet his burden of proof.

ORDER


THEREFORE, 

it is ordered that: 

1. The complaint of Younes Mekkaoui v. Duquesne Light Company at Docket No. F-00933294 is hereby dismissed for failure to meet the burden of proof.

2. The balance due on the account of Younes Mekkaoui for electric service provided by Duquesne Light Company is due and payable.

Dated:  October 30, 2002















FRED R. NENE          








Administrative Law Judge

