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History of the Proceeding
On August 12, 2002, Patricia R. Carfagna (“Complainant”) filed a formal complaint against Duquesne Light Company (“Respondent”).  In her complaint she took issue with Duquesne Light’s practice of charging a flat fee of $250.00 to disconnect and reconnect her service line during construction work on her house.  She believed such costs should be computed on an hourly basis or at a flat charge lower than what she was required to pay.  

On September 5, 2002, the Respondent filed an answer to the complaint admitting and denying different allegations raised.  A hearing was scheduled to be held on December 5, 2002 in Pittsburgh.  Inclement weather in the form of heavy snow forced cancellation of that hearing.  A second hearing date was set for February 12, 2003 but that, too, had to be rescheduled.  Ms. Carfagna requested a postponement due to conflicting vacation plans.  A hearing was rescheduled and held on February 27, 2003.
Ms. Carfagna appeared at the hearing on her own behalf.  The Respondent was represented by Regina M. Sestak, Esquire.  The record, which closed on March 27, 2003, consists of a 25-page transcript of testimony and 3 exhibits, all of which were introduced by Duquesne. 

For the reasons stated following the enumerated findings of fact, I find that the Complainant has not met her burden of proving Duquesne Light’s method of charging for the subject service is unreasonable or otherwise in violation of the Public Utility Code.  I conclude that her complaint should be dismissed.
Findings of Fact
1. The Complainant, Patricia R. Carfagna, is a Duquesne Light Company customer.  She resides at 4701 Denbigh Court in Allison Park, PA (15101).


2. In the summer of 2002, Ms. Carfagna and her husband were having their house resided.  Their contractor asked the Carfagnas to call Duquesne Light and have the company remove the power lines so he could put siding in the area where the lines were attached.  (Tr. 6)

3. When she called the Respondent, Ms. Carfagna was advised that a flat fee of $250.00 would be charged for removing and replacing the subject wires.  (Tr. 6)

4. As requested by the company, Ms. Carfagna paid the fee in advance.  On July 25th, a Thursday, a Duquesne Light Company crew of two came to the Carfagna residence with a bucket truck, removed the lines from the house and arranged the lines in such a way that electric service to the residence was not interrupted.  (Tr. 8)

5. The siding contractor completed his work on the following day (Friday) and on Monday, July 29th, the Respondent’s two-person crew returned to reattach the service lines to the Carfagna residence.  (Tr. 8)

6. Ms. Carfagna testified that she is employed by Verizon, PA and that Verizon charges a $26.00 flat fee for responding to a customer call plus an $11.00 fee for each additional 15 minute period.  (Tr. 9)

7. The Complainant believes that Duquesne Light overcharged her for the service provided.  (Tr. 5)

8. Duquesne Light’s witness John A. Jaskot, Supervisor of Engineering, testified that the company’s flat fee of $250.00 for such service is based on the hourly rate of two skilled union employees who are paid approximately $32.50 per hour and who receive approximately $16.00 per hour in company benefits.  The fee also includes a charge of about $50.00 per hour for the use of a bucket truck.  (Tr. 15)

9. Duquesne Light’s witness testified that, because the company does between 400 and 600 jobs of the type described each year it is more economical to charge a flat fee than to calculate the time involved and to charge each job separately.  (Tr. 15)
10. Duquesne Light’s tariff on file and approved by the Public Utility Commission permits the company to relocate Company facilities and “charge a reasonable fee for services.”  (Duquesne Light Exhibits 1 and 2)
Discussion
The issue in this case is whether or not Duquesne Light Company is in violation of some provision of the Public Utility Code when it assesses a flat fee of $250.00 for removing and reinstalling its service lines from a customer’s house at the customer’s request.
Section 1501 of the Public Utility Code (66 Pa. C.S.A. §1501), provides in relevant part, the following:

Every public utility shall furnish and maintain adequate, efficient, safe, and reasonable service and facilities, and shall make all such repairs, changes, alterations, substitutions, extensions and improvements in or to such service and facilities as shall be necessary or proper for the accommodation, convenience, and safety of its patrons, employees and the public. (Id.)
Section 1501 also provides that “every public utility may have reasonable rules and regulations governing the conditions under which it shall be required to render service” 66 Pa. C.S.A. §1501.

The question thus becomes:  Is it reasonable to charge a flat fee of $250.00 for disconnecting electrified wires from a residence and subsequently returning to reconnect those wires?  The testimony in this case supports the reasonableness of such a fee.

Moving energized wires is a dangerous activity.  Duquesne Light compensates an employee engaged in such work at a rate of about $48.50 per hour.  Thus a crew of two would cost the company about $97.00 per hour.  If you add the cost of operating a bucket truck ($50.00/hr), the company would expend about $147.00 to send a crew for an assignment benefiting one customer only.  In this case it was necessary for the crew to make two separate trips to the Carfagna property.  If the job took an hour each day, including transportation time to and from the location, and if the costs were calculated item by item, the Carfagna could have expected a bill of $294.00 for the service provided.  I cannot conclude that Duquesne Light’s flat fee under the circumstances established here can be considered unreasonable.
Conclusions of Law

1. This Commission has jurisdiction over the subject matter of and the parties to 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 her burden of proving that Duquesne Light Company imposed an unreasonable fee for the service provided.

ORDER



THEREFORE, it is ordered that the complaint of Patricia R. Carfagna v. Duquesne Light Company at Docket No. C-20028319 is dismissed for failure to meet the burden of proof.
Dated:  April 29, 2003















FRED R. NENE          








Administrative Law Judge
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