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             v.
PPL Electric Utilities Corporation
OPINION AND ORDER
BY THE COMMISSION:


Before the Commission for consideration are the Exceptions of Paul and Oana Smith (Complainants) filed on May 27, 2003, to the Initial Decision of Adminis​trative Law Judge (ALJ) Richard M. Lovenwirth which was issued on May 8, 2003.  PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (Respondent) filed Reply Exceptions on June 9, 2003.  

History of the Proceeding


On October 3, 2002, the Complainants filed a Formal Complaint against the Respondent wherein they alleged, inter alia, that a "make-up" bill rendered to them for unbilled service was illegal.  


On November 6, 2002, the Respondent filed an Answer to the instant Complaint.  The Respondent admitted that it sent a makeup bill for electricity used by the Complainants for the period from March 13, 2001, until September 5, 2002.  


On April 14, 2003, the ALJ conducted a hearing at the State Office Building in Scranton.  The Complainants participated pro se at the hearing.  The Respondent was represented by counsel.  On May 8, 2003, the ALJ issued an Initial Decision wherein he recommended that the instant Formal Complaint be sustained, in part, and denied in part.  Exceptions and Reply Exceptions were filed as noted above.  
Discussion


The ALJ made twelve Findings of Fact and reached two Conclusions of Law.  The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law are adopted without comment unless modified or rejected either expressly or by necessary implication by this Opinion and Order.



The Complainants became owners of the premises in which they live on March 12, 2001.  At one time, there were two residences at the home of the Com​plainants, one being an apartment.  At present, however, each meter services a portion of the former apartment and also a portion of the rest of the home.  Prior to March 13, 2001, the Respondent provided service to the Complainants through two separate meters.  On or about March 13, 2001, the Respondent began providing electric service to the Complainants through only one meter.


The ALJ found that the Complainants did not receive a bill for electricity registered in the meter which had not been switched to reflect that the Complainants were the responsible parties.  The Respondent issued a make up bill to the Complainants in the amount of $2,746.92 to be paid over a 48-month period, at the rate of $57.33 per month.  The ALJ found that the "makeup" bill sent to the Complainants by the Respondent, in the amount of $2,746.92, included a separate service charge of $6.48 per month, which for 18 months totaled $116.64.  


Thus, according to the ALJ, the correct amount of the makeup bill should be reduced by $116.64 (the separate service charge for the second meter), which would reduce the bill to $2,630.28.  The ALJ recommended that the Respondent be directed to reduce the amount of $6.48 from all future bills so that the Complainants pay only one customer charge.  Also, the ALJ recommended that, in order to avoid future problems, the second meter at the house should be eliminated, so that all the electricity will flow through one meter.  


We note that we are not required to consider expressly or at great length each and every contention raised by a party to our proceedings.  (University of Pa. v. Pa. P.U.C., 86 Pa. 410, 485 A.2d 1217, 1222 (1984)).  Any Exception or argument which has not been specifically addressed herein shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without further discussion.  


According to the Complainants, the Respondent informed them on May 12, 2003, that it wished to remove one of the meters to comply with the ALJ's recommenda​tion.  Furthermore, the Complainants assert that the Respondent informed them that removing one of the meters would permanently interrupt the power flow to part of their residence.  The Complainants indicate that they cannot afford the expense of restoring power flow after removal of one of the meters.  The Complainants further request a decision clarifying the responsibilities, financial and otherwise, that the Parties to this proceeding are obligated to fulfill.  


The Respondent rejoins that it has no responsibility to rewire the Complainants home after removing one of the meters.  The Respondent submits that to rewire the Complainants' residence at its expense, is violative of its Commission-approved tariff.



Upon review of the positions of the Parties, relative to this issue, we con​clude that the ALJ's recommended resolution of the matter, at first glance, appeared to be as described by the Respondent in its Reply Exceptions ‑ a reasonable accommodation to a customer at a minimal cost.  We also agree with the Respondent that removal of one of the meters goes beyond the relief requested by the Complainants.  The controversy is created when it is revealed that further electrical work would be needed after the additional meter was removed.  



We agree with the Respondent that it is under no obligation to rewire the Complainants’ home, at its expense subsequent to removal of the meter.  Moreover, having two meters on the Complainants’ property does not violate the Commission's Regulations or the Public Utility Code.  We note that the second meter was installed for the convenience of the previous owner of the property who was renting out a portion of the property.  Accordingly, we shall not require the Respondent to remove the second meter.  


We find the ALJ’s recommendation to have the Complainants pay only one customer charge, even though there are two meters, to be more problematic.  The customer service charge is associated with reading the meters and rendering bills (Tr. at 37).  We conclude that it is erroneous for the ALJ to direct the Respondent to reduce the make-up bill by $116.64 ($6.48 per month customer charge for 18 months).  The customer service charge is directly related to the costs associated with the meters.  The Respondent has no control over the wiring of the Complainants’ premises.  The second meter was installed at the request of the previous owner.  We note that the Complainants purchased the premises with two meters and, as such, it is inappropriate to waive the customer service charge for the second meter.  Accordingly, we will modify the Initial Decision and reject the ALJ’s recommendation in this regard; THEREFORE,


IT IS ORDERED:


1.
That the Exceptions of Paul and Oana Smith are granted, in part, and denied, in part, consistent with this Opinion and Order.  


2.
That the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Richard M. Lovenwirth is adopted as modified by this Opinion and Order.  


3.
That PPL Electric Utilities Corporation shall issue a “makeup” bill to Paul and Oana Smith, in the amount of $2,630.28, for unbilled utility service at 8 Lisa Lane, RR No. 2, Canadensis, Pennsylvania 18325, within fifteen (15) days of the date of entry of this Opinion and Order.  


4.
That, thereafter, Paul and Oana Smith shall pay to PPL Electric Utilities Corporation as a "makeup" bill for unbilled utility service at 8 Lisa Lane, RR No. 2, Canadensis, Pennsylvania 18325, the sum of $54.80 per month, for a 48 month period or until the $2,630.28 is paid in full.  







BY THE COMMISSION,







James J. McNulty








Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  October 2, 2003
ORDER ENTERED:  November 14, 2003
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