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INITIAL DECISION
Before

MARLANE R. CHESTNUT

Administrative Law Judge
HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDING


On January 5, 2002, Betty BL Ricks (Ricks or complainant) filed a formal Complaint with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) against Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW or respondent).  Her multi-page Complaint contains various allegations dating back to 1980, which will be addressed below.  I cannot adequately summarize the Prayer for Relief, which also goes on for a number of pages.  Therefore, I will provide what I assume is the Prayer for Relief as contained in her supplemental submission dated November 15, 2002:

As [ALJ Chestnut] defined on October 31st, 2002, the attachments (three “3” each), are relevant evidence which support the reasons that the Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW) must DELETE all previous billings (LIENS), for the premises of 1206 Mount Vernon Street, both the FIRST-FLOOR ACCOUNT and the current THIRD-FLOOR ACCOUNT; also, PGW must REFUND the $318.73 with Daily Compounded CASH-INTEREST to my CHURCH, (which Mr. Javier Barreto, Supervisor in PGW Customer Service stated on November 21, 2001); INSTALL, inside the BASEMENT of 1206 Mount Vernon Street, two NEW GAS METERS for BOTH ACCOUNT, which are NOT AUTOMATED with the BIOLOGICALLY HIGHLY-DANGEROUS RADIO FREQUENCY; PROFESSIONALLY PROVIDE, INSTALL/CONNECT Customer’s Choice of TWO NEW HOT-WATER TANKS, along with NEW TWO GAS HEATERS, properly SIZED, VENTS, DUCT-WORK, etc., et al., for both APARTMENTS.

*
*
*

The PHILADELPHIA GAS WORKS (PGW) must REVISE its BUSINESS PROCEDURES, EQUIPMENT, and PERSONNEL without causing their PGW-Customers to suffer.  PGW-Personnel must realize that the PGW-Equipment, nor themselves are infallible.  The PGW-Personnel can better represent PGW as they learn, know and be more productive with COMMUNICATION, RESPECT, and LISTENING to PGW-Customers with ATTENTIVENESS.

Since the Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW), etc. et al. knows MY TRUTH, PGW-Personnel must face this same REAL TRUTH which applies to MANY PGW-Customers, please STOP and Do Not DISCONNECT and/or please restore PGW-SERVICE CONNECTIONS to their residences.

It is, therefore, of HIGH PRIORITY that the Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW), along with PGW-PERSONNEL, PGW-CEO’s, PGW-LEGAL REPRESENTATIVES, PGW-BOND/STOCKHOLDERS, etc., et al, as well as the City of Philadelphia must recognize the HARDSHIPS, DAMAGES, PAIN, DESTRUCTION and ECONOMIC STRESS, etc., et al., which the NEGLIGENCE, etc., et al., of PGW-PERSONNEL caused to ME, a PGW-CUSTOMER; and, ALL of which NOW requires PGW to REMEDY ME with the AMENDS, heretofore, specified in the FIRST PARAGRAPH of this LETTER.



On February 25, 2002, respondent PGW filed its Answer, in which it denied the material averments of the Complaint, and explained that Ms. Ricks’ balance properly reflects charges relating to the third-floor of her house, her poor payment history and the BCS decision which found that it was Ms. Ricks who had prevented PGW from terminating service to the third floor, that bills were correct as rendered, and which established a payment plan of current bills plus $40 (a 73-month payback period).  According to PGW, no payments have been made by Ms. Ricks since issuance of the BCS decision on November 29, 2001.


By Hearing Notice dated April 4, 2002, a hearing was scheduled for June 18, 2002 and the matter was assigned to Administrative Law Judge Herbert Smolen.  Subsequently, in response to complainant’s request for more time, by Hearing Notice dated April 25, 2002, the hearing was rescheduled for 1:00 p.m. on October 31, 2002.  By separate Hearing Notice also dated April 25, 2002, the presiding officer was changed from Administrative Law Judge Smolen to me.  On April 29, 2002, I issued a Prehearing Order which directed the parties to comply with various procedural requirements.  At my request, because it was obvious from her Complaint that this hearing would be lengthy, by Hearing Notice dated May 3, 2002, the starting time was changed to 10:00 a.m., the usual starting time for hearings.  By Order dated October 28, 2002, I denied Ms. Ricks’ request for a continuance (which had been faxed on October 25, 2002 and which I had received on October 28, 2002).

The hearing was held as scheduled on October 31, 2002.  Complainant testified and sponsored three exhibits, Exhs. C-1, C-2 and C-3.  Respondent PGW presented the testimony of Anne Marie Cromley, a PGW Customer Review Unit officer, who sponsored four exhibits.  A transcript of 219 pages was produced.  I gave both parties the opportunity to file additional exhibits.  Ms. Ricks sent in a large compilation of documents; rather than go through each individually, the entire document will be admitted into the record as Exh. C-4.  PGW also sent in late-filed Exhibits 5 and 6, which will be admitted into the record.

As discussed in more detail below, the Complaint must be dismissed, as complainant failed to establish that PGW violated any provision of the Public Utility Code, or any regulation promulgated by the Commission, or that the bills rendered were incorrect.  I do want to take this opportunity to commend PGW’s counsel for his forbearance during Ms. Ricks’ testimony.  He refrained from objecting to the substantial portion of her testimony that was clearly irrelevant, not within the scope of the Commission’s jurisdiction or barred by the statute of limitations contained in 66 Pa.C.S.A. §3314(a).  I also want to assure Ms. Ricks that I carefully considered all of her testimony and each of her exhibits in making my decision, which is why I took such a long time in issuing this Initial Decision.
FINDINGS OF FACT



1.
BETTY BL RICKS testified that:

A.
She purchased her residence, 1206 Mount Vernon Street, Philadelphia, in 1979 and moved into it in 1980.  Tr. 29.

B.
She lives on the 1st and 2nd floors, and rents the third floor (which has a separate meter) to various tenants, using AP Wachlin, Inc. as the property agent.  Tr. 39-40, 61.  Each tenant would have gas, electric and telephone service in his or her own name.  Tr. 39, 62.
C.
She feels that since 1980, neighbors have been stealing her electric, telephone, water and/or gas service.  Tr. 30, 34, 57-58, 98.

D.
During the period May 15, 1998 through February 15, 1999, gas service to the third floor was in the name of tenant Patrick Maye. Tr. 60.
E.
She is “highly magnetic” (Tr. 32) and therefore at risk from radio waves emitted from her “electronic” meter (i.e., her AMR).  Tr. 32-33.
F.
She has gone to the PGW service center a number of times, including in the last year, and has had to wait three or four hours.  Tr. 38.
G.
After Mr. Maye left, she tried to have the gas service terminated but was unable to do so because service was not in her name.  Tr. 66.
H.
In approximately January 2000 she started getting bills for the third-floor apartment.  She went to a PGW service center.  Tr. 74-75.
I.
“And over the years they told me no, because they were doing all this compounding, ridiculous stuff.  Mandating, open the door, let us cut it off when they’ve already disconnected, year later.  You see?”  Tr. 75.

J.
In 1999 (or perhaps, 2000), she was given a new account number, which she insists was associated with the third-floor account.  Tr. 78.

K.
On October 30, 2001, she received a notice from the City of Philadelphia saying she had a delinquent balance of $318.73 (for the third floor), which was paid by her church.  Tr. 105-106.


2.
She sponsored Exhibits C-1 (the materials attached to her Complaint), C-2 (various documents relating to a letter sent to the City of Philadelphia), and C-3 (an account printout).  A newspaper article about President Bush’s educational plan, was not admitted.  In addition, late-filed Exhibit C-4 (various documents) will be admitted into the record.

3.
PGW witness ANNE MARIE CROMLEY testified that:
A.
She is employed by PGW as a customer review unit officer, and as such, she is responsible for investigating and resolving customer complaints.  Tr. 131.

B.
She identified PGW Exh. 1, a statement of account for the period January 1, 1996 through October 4, 2002.  The current balance shown on that exhibit was $4,031.10. 
C.
There was one transfer, which occurred when the tenant, Patrick Maye, requested that the gas service be shut off.  He was the customer of record.  “PGW attempted numerous times to get into the property.  PGW could not seem to get in to shut that gas off.  Apparently Ms. Ricks did call eventually to say she wanted it shut off.  But when we went to the property, we could not get in.  So eventually the bill was put in Ms. Ricks’ name as the landlord of the property.”  Tr. 133.
D.
This transfer, in the amount of $291.64, occurred on December 6, 2001.  Tr. 134.  This represents the prorated portion of the bill, reflecting Mr. Maye’s actual move-out date.  Tr. 136.
E.
There were computer billing problems associated with CRP customers, for the period 1999 through 2000.  There were five months in which Ms. Ricks did not get a monthly bill.  Tr. 139, 141.
F.
The most recent payment was $287.13 on November 21, 2001; the prior payment before that was received on October 10, 2000.  Tr. 142.

G.
The AMR does not use the telephone line to transmit readings; the readings are obtained via wireless radio transmissions by a van that drives past.  Tr. 142-43.

H.
Ms. Ricks did receive a new account number in 1999.  All customers received new account numbers because PGW changed to a different computer system.  Tr. 144.

I.
Ms. Crowley identified PGW Exh. 2, a printout of the customer contacts with complainant.  Among other items, this shows that on January 19, 2001, the third floor bill was prorated.  It also shows that PGW never ignored her, but did everything possible to address her concerns.  Tr. 146.
J.
Ms. Crowley identified PGW Exh. 3, a statement of account for the third floor for the period February 6, 2001 through October 30, 2002.  
K.
She identified PGW Exh. 4, a printout showing PGW’s response to Ms. Ricks’ informal complaint.  It addressed the disputed shut off, request for monetary compensation and CRP (Customer Responsibility Program) amount.  Tr. 154.
L.
Ms. Ricks was removed from CRP because she did not make the required payments.  Tr. 156.

4.
Late-filed PGW Exh. 5 shows that a payment of $318.73 was made on November 21, 2001, and was divided between the first floor ($287.13) and third floor ($31.60) accounts.  
5.
Late-filed PGW Exh. 6 is addressed to PGW’s position that Ms. Ricks refused to provide entry to the third floor apartment.  Page 1 indicates that on October 19, 1999, PGW was to prorate the bill from February 15, 1999 – “owner Betty Ricks changed locks on this property.”  Pages 2 and 3 show that PGW requested that Ms. Ricks provide information concerning the end of Patrick Maye’s tenancy in order to prorate the bill; she never did so.  These pages also indicate that Ms. Ricks made it difficult for PGW to get in when a previous tenant (Harold Vives) left in 1997.  
DISCUSSION

The Public Utility Code, 66 Pa.C.S. §332(a), places the burden of proof upon the proponent of a rule or order.  As the proponent of a rule or order, complainant has the burden of proof in this matter pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S. §332(a).



To establish a sufficient case and satisfy the burden of proof, complainant must show that the respondent public utility is responsible or accountable for the problem described in the Complaint.  Patterson v. Bell Tel. Co. of Pa, 72 PaPUC 196 (1990), Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Co., 50 PaPUC 300 (1976).  Complainant has the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that PGW 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 PaPUC 49 (1991); 66 Pa.C.S. §§332(a) and 701; 52 Pa. Code §§5.21(a) and 5.22(a)(4)



Such a showing must be by a preponderance of the evidence.  Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa PUC, 578 A.2d 600; 602; 1990 Pa. Commw LEXIS 402, alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1992).  That is, by presenting evidence more convincing, by even the smallest amount, than that presented by the other party.  Se-Ling Hosiery v. Marqulies, 70 A.2d 854 (Pa. 1950).  



Additionally, any finding of fact necessary to support the Commission’s adjudication must be based upon substantial evidence.  2 Pa.C.S. §704; Mill v. Pa P.U.C., 447 A.2d 1100 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1982); Edan Transportation Corp. v. Pa P.U.C., 623 A.2d 6 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993).  More is required than a mere trace of evidence or a suspicion of the existence of a fact sought to be established.  Norfolk and Western Ry. v. Pa P.U.C., 413 A.2d 1037 (Pa. 1980); Erie Resistor Corp. v. Unemployment Compensation Bd. of Review, 166 A.2d 96 (Pa. Super. 1960); Murphy v. Commonwealth, Dept. of Public Welfare, White Haven Center, 480 A.2d 382 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).



The various issues raised by complainant Ricks which are appropriately raised in this proceeding are addressed below.

Billing related to the third-floor apartment



There is no question that PGW acted properly in transferring the 3rd-floor apartment’s balance to Ms. Ricks’ account.  Although she does not seem able to understand this, she is the landlord, regardless of the fact that she has retained a real estate agency to act on her behalf.  Patrick Maye was her tenant, not AP Wachlin’s.


Ms. Ricks’ claim regarding this was thoroughly investigated by BCS, and there is evidence on the record to support its determination that “Ms. Betty Ricks is responsible for payment of the outstanding balance of $2,952.85, which accrued in her name at 1206 Mount Vernon Street first floor, from June 2, 1980 to the present, and from February 16, 1999 to May 17, 2000 for the third floor.”


Her tenant, Patrick Maye, moved out on February 15, 1999.
  The service was not shut off until May 17, 2000.  I do believe that for whatever reason, she prevented PGW from gaining access to the 3rd floor in order to shut off gas service.  See, PGW Exh. 6, page 1, which states:  “10/19/99 . . . prorate to 2-15-99 owner Betty Ricks changed locks on this property.”  In addition, the testimony presented by PGW witness Cromley is unequivocal and credible.  See, Tr. 133-36.


In this connection, PGW was correct in allocating the payment made by Ms. Ricks on November 21, 2000 (the $318.73 which she received from her church) between the first floor account ($287.13) and the third floor account ($31.60), as there were outstanding balances on both accounts.  PGW Exhs. 1, 2, 3 and 5.



Therefore, the Complaint, insofar as it relates to claims concerning transfer of a portion of the third floor balance, must be dismissed.

Billing generally


There is no question that the bills as rendered are correct, and complainant Ricks is responsible for the balances of $4,031.10 (first floor) and $909.87 (third floor) shown on PGW Exhs. 1 and 3, respectively.



Although Ms. Ricks opined concerning extensive theft of services, there is absolutely no support on the record to support that contention.  In fact, as shown on PGW Exhs. 1 and 3, the charges for the third floor are based entirely on actual meter readings (Exh. 3), and the charges for the 1st floor are based almost entirely on actual meter readings (Exh. 1).



The large balances are not the result of any type of incorrect billing, but reflect Ms. Ricks’ extremely poor payment history.  For example, no payments had been received by PGW as of the date of the hearing (October 31, 2002) since the payment of the $318.73 on November 21, 2001 (almost a year previously).  The most recent payment before that was $18.10, received by PGW on October 10, 2000.  Certainly she has not complied with the BCS decision to pay current bills plus $40 a month to reduce her arrearage, starting in December 21, 2001.  This is an extremely lenient payment schedule, in effect an interest-free loan of over 10 years
 with the carrying charges paid by PGW’s other customers, many of whom find it difficult to pay for their own service.  


Consistent with well-established Commission policy, PGW should, within 30 days of the Commission’s Order, render a lump-sum makeup bill to reflect the missed payments.  See, Claypool v. T.W. Phillips Gas & Oil Company, Docket No. Z-00248730, Commission Opinion and Order entered December 22, 1995, and explained in Turner v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. C-00956999, Commission Opinion and Order entered April 11, 1996; Kreutzer v. Duquesne Light Company, Docket No. C-00968873, Commission Opinion and Order entered January 5, 1998; Frazier v. Equitable Gas Co., Docket No. C-00004107, Commission Opinion and Order entered May 7, 2001.  Given her complete lack of payment, complainant obviously does not qualify for an exemption under the circumstances set forth in Paner v. Duquesne Light Company, Docket No. Z-00325087, Commission Opinion and Order entered June 17, 1997.


Therefore, the Complaint, insofar as it relates to claims concerning incorrect billing, must be dismissed.

Inadequate service


This is listed on the cover sheet of complainant’s Exh. 4 as wrongful connections, poor quality of service, “human error, etc. et al.,” “physical/verbal/written terroristic threats, arrogance, abuses, assaults, negligence, ignorance, theft, account larceny, collusion, deception, subversion, misappropriations, misdeed, misconduct, misfeasance, etc. et al.”  


This is not a scintilla of evidence, much less the substantial evidence necessary to support a material finding, that PGW rendered inadequate service to Ms. Ricks.  There is no question that customers were forced to spend excessive time contacting the company, either through the call center or at the district offices and that there was a massive problem with the billing system relating to implementation of a new computer system.  That is why oversight of PGW was passed to the Commission in the Natural Gas Choice and Competition Act, codified at 66 Pa. C. S. §§2201-2212, which became effective on July 1, 1999.


The records produced by PGW show that the company tried to work with her, but she was not at all cooperative.  For example, the contact notes provided by PGW in Exhs. 2 and 6 show that Ms. Ricks was asked numerous times to provide the lease with Mr. Maye, but did not do so.  In fact, those records show without any doubt that PGW attempted to respond to every issue she raised.  Ms. Ricks clearly is an extremely difficult customer.  As shown on PGW Exh. 2, the contact notes repeatedly refer to her as “harassing” and “hostile.”  For example, the contact for March 29, 2000 reads:  “Customer call yesterday 3/28/2000 harassing me and call twice rudely calling directly every day . . . customer has a serious problem . . . stalking she keeps faxing things thru the fax.”


Therefore, the Complaint, insofar as it relates to claims concerning inadequate service, must be dismissed.

Electromagnetic Fields


Another issue raised by complainant Ricks is her contention that the automatic meter reader (AMR) is somehow harmful because of electromagnetic fields.  As she stated at Tr. 32-33:


I am now questioning whether my gas meter  - - -  when I allowed them to put the electronic meter, whether that too is [i.e., uses her telephone line to transmit readings].  And if it’s not, if it’s radio frequency, then this is also an infringement.  Because I’ve been doing studies on electromagnetic fields, and I am highly magnetic due to - - - something that I checked out when I went to the doctor.  Radio frequencies cause harm and damage.  They have, in some cases, especially in Europe; they have made some conclusive evidence with our researchers.  Because they can hold the purse strings of such studies, they never come to conclusive evidence, because they can keep having more research and thereby - - - especially when it’s done by a college professor.  He can go on sabbatical and get more money.


But at any rate, the key here is that I am having a problem with that electronic meter.  I want them to find some other recourse. 


As explained by PGW witness Crowley, the AMR does not use the telephone line to transmit readings; the readings are obtained via wireless radio transmissions by a van that drives past.  Tr. 142-43.  


There is no support whatsoever for complainant’s contention that her AMR somehow is harmful.  This issue was addressed extensively in the Initial Decision dated November 12, 2002 issued by Administrative Law Judge Smolen, and adopted by the Commission by Final Order dated January 13, 2003, in Ricks v. PECO Energy Company, Docket No. C-20016480.  ALJ Smolen explained that the Commission has extensively examined the issue of EMFs (electro-magnetic fields) and possible adverse health effects, even in the case of high voltage transmission lines.  In that Initial Decision, at 14-16, he cited the proceedings at Re:  Philadelphia Electric Company, 78 PaPUC 486 (1993) and 80 PaPUC 589 (1993), where the Commission stated:  “What has become clear from the record developed on remand, is that there is no conclusive evidence that EMF presents a known hazard to human health . . . We do not discern that the experts presented herein have, in any way, overlooked any available literature, studies or works, generally available to the scientific community for inclusion in the record here.”  80 PaPUC at 592, 595.  ALJ Smolen noted that among the studies considered was the Feychting and Ahlbom 1992 Swedish study.


As was the conclusion in Ms. Ricks’ Complaint against PECO, supra, the matter of EMFs has been thoroughly considered by the Commission and no new expert scientific testimony was presented in the instant proceeding.  It also should be noted that there is no transmission line involved here.  Therefore, the Complaint, insofar as it relates to claims concerning EMFs, must be dismissed.

Conclusion



As explained above, the burden of proof in this proceeding is upon complainant Ricks.  She failed to establish that PGW acted improperly in transferring a portion of the third-floor billing to her, that bills rendered were incorrect, that service was inadequate or that there is any safety hazard resulting from use of the AMR.



Therefore, there is no basis for her request that the Commission direct PGW to (1) “delete” all previous billing for both the first floor account and the third floor account; (2) refund, with “daily-compounded interest” the $318.73 payment made on November 21, 2001; (3) install two new meters, which “are not automated with the biologically highly-dangerous radio frequency,” for both accounts; (4) provide and install two new hot water heaters; and (5) provide and install two new gas heaters.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW



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

2.
Pursuant to 66 Pa.C.S. §332(a), the burden of proof in this proceeding is upon complainant Ricks.

3.
Complainant Ricks has failed to sustain her burden of proof.

4.
Complainant Ricks did not prove that respondent public utility violated any provision of the Public Utility Code, or any regulation promulgated by the Commission, or that the bills rendered were incorrect.  Patterson v. Bell Telephone Co. of Pa., 72 Pa.PUC 196 (1990), Feinstein v. Philadelphia Suburban Water Co., 50 Pa.PUC 300 (1976).

5.
Complainant Ricks did not prove that PGW acted improperly in transferring a portion of the third-floor account to her account.

6.
As the owner of the residence at 1206 Mount Vernon Street, Philadelphia, complainant Ricks is the landlord of the third-floor apartment.


7.
Complainant Ricks is responsible for payment of the outstanding balance which accrued in her name at 1206 Mount Vernon Street, first floor, from June 2, 1980 to the present, and from February 16, 1999 to May 17, 2000 for the third floor.  PGW Exhs. 1, 3.  



8.
Complainant Ricks did not prove that PGW rendered inadequate service to her.


9.
Complainant failed to prove that the automated meter reader poses any health hazard.  The Commission previously has considered the issue of electro-magnetic fields and adverse health effects and has found no conclusive evidence that electro-magnetic fields present a known hazard to human health; and no new admissible expert scientific testimony or evidence was presented in this proceeding conclusively demonstrating to the contrary.  

ORDER



THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



1.
That the Complaint filed by Betty BL Ricks against the Philadelphia Gas Works at Docket No. F-00870073 is denied. 


2.
That complainant’s Exh. C-4 and respondent’s Exhs. 5 and 6 are admitted into the record of this proceeding.


3.
That respondent Philadelphia Gas Works shall, within 30 days of the entry of the Commission’s Final Order, render to complainant Betty BL Ricks a lump sum make-up bill of the amount required to become current with the BCS determination.
4.
That complainant Betty BL Ricks shall make the lump sum payment as required, by cash, certified check or money order.
5.
That commencing with the next billing period subsequent to the Commission’s Final Order in this proceeding, complainant Betty BL Ricks shall simultaneously pay Philadelphia Gas Works, by cash, certified check, or money order, current or budget bills as they become due, in addition to monthly payments of $40.00 to eliminate the past due balance until the arrearage is paid in full.
6.
That complainant Betty BL Ricks shall make the total monthly payment set forth in paragraph 4 above, on or before the monthly bill due date.

7.
That as long as complainant Betty BL Ricks complies with the terms of this Order, Philadelphia Gas Works shall not suspend or terminate service except for valid safety or emergency reasons.

8.
That if complainant Betty BL Ricks fails to comply with the terms of this Order, Philadelphia Gas Works is hereby authorized to suspend or terminate service upon compliance with all applicable tariff and regulatory requirements and to take any other action permitted by law.



9.
That the record at Docket No. F-00870073 be marked closed.

	Date:
	March 6, 2003
	
	_____________________________________________

	
	
	
	MARLANE R. CHESTNUT

	
	
	
	Administrative Law Judge


�	The November 15, 2002 cover letter also notes that PGW has tried to contact Ms. Ricks to arrange a meter test, but has been unable to do so because her “telephone line seems to be connected to her fax machine.”


�	It should be noted that I expressly informed Ms. Ricks about the three-year statute of limitation (66 Pa.C.S.A. §3314), but as it was obvious that Ms. Ricks was unable to limit her testimony, I deemed that it would be best to simply let her testify as she wished.  “I am going to let you testify without restricting you. But I am going to tell you that I am only going to consider acts that occurred in the last three years prior to you filing an informal complaint.”  Tr. 25-26.





�	A Complaint she filed against PECO Energy Company at Docket No. C-20016480 was dismissed by Initial Decision dated November 12, 2002, adopted by Commission Final Order entered January 13, 2003.


�	This is why the bill was pro-rated, to reflect the fact that he did not move out until February 15, 1999 and why Ms. Ricks was not responsible for service to the third floor prior to February 16, 1999.


�	Uncompounded:  $4,031.10 + $909.97 = $4940.97/$40 = 123.5 months. 
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