BEFORE THE

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

James Trunzo 

         v.                                                                                                 C-20027957

PPL Electric Utilities Corporation

INITIAL DECISION
Before

Richard M. Lovenwirth

Administrative Law Judge

I. HISTORY OF  THE PROCEEDINGS


On June 3, 2002 James Trunzo (hereinafter Complainant) filed a formal complaint against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (hereinafter Respondent).  The subject matter of the complaint is the lawfulness of a “make up” bill rendered to Complainant for unbilled electric service allegedly consumed by Complainant at his commercial establishment (being an apartment building with five residential units) situate at 932 Prospect Avenue, Scranton Pennsylvania 18505.     


An answer was filed by Respondent on June 27, 2002, which alleged, inter alia, that the amount owed by Complaint for unbilled service was for two second floor apartments, for which neither Complainant nor any tenant was billed from December, 1999 until March, 2002.


The initial hearing was convened on November 14, 2002.  Both parties participated, and were represented by counsel.

II. FINDINGS OF FACT


1.  Complainant is James Trunzo, an individual who resides at 533 Quincy Avenue, Scranton, Pennsylvania 18510, and who owns a five apartment rental property situate at 932 Prospect Avenue, Scranton, Pennsylvania 18505 which receives electricity from Respondent.


2.  Respondent is PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, which is a Pennsylvania public utility which has received from this Commission a certificate of public convenience enabling it to provide electric service for sale to the public within the geographic boundaries set forth in its said certificate, including Complainant’s rental property under construction, as more fully set forth in finding fact number one.


3.  From November, 1999 until March, 2002, at the apartment building as more fully identified in finding of fact number 1,  electricity went unbilled to either Complainant or to the tenants in the two apartment units situated on the second floor due to an error made by Respondent (stipulation of the parties). Complainant has failed to pay any of the said unbilled amount as of the date of the hearing (November 14, 2002) (Testimony of Complainant’s witness, Mr. Hoyt).).  There is no dispute as to the accuracy of the meter readings made by Respondent’s meter readers during the said time when bills weren’t rendered.  Complainant thought that he was being billed for the said two apartments, because he received a bill each month for the first floor, which he thought was for electricity consumed by the entire building.

III. DISCUSSION


As more fully described in the foregoing findings of fact, due to a billing error on the part of Respondent, no bills were rendered to Complainant (nor to any tenant) for the two apartments on the second floor at 932 Prospect Street, Scranton, Pennsylvania (a building owned by Complainant). Complainant thought that he was being billed for the said two apartments, because he received a bill each month for the first floor, which he thought was for electricity consumed by the entire building.


If the account was a residential account, then under the Commission’s regulations at 52 Pennsylvania Code section 56.14, Complainant would have at least as many months to pay the unbilled amount as the length of time during which the unbilled amount was accrued.


There are no similar regulations which appertain to a business account.
IV. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW


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


2.. A public utility is allowed to send to a customer a “make up” bill for electricity which was unbilled to the ratepayer due to an error on the part of the said public utility.

V. ORDER

That the complaint filed by James Trunzo on June 3, 2002 against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation at docket number C-20027957 be and is hereby DISMISSED.

Dated:  November 14, 2002

        __________________________

                                                                  Richard M. Lovenwirth

                                                                  Administrative Law Judge
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