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MOTION OF VICE CHAIRMAN ROBERT K. BLOOM
Before the Commission for consideration are the Exceptions of Paul and Oana Smith (Complainants) to the Initial Decision of Administrative Law Judge Richard M. Lovenwirth (ALJ) regarding the inability to pay Complaint against PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (Respondent).
The Complainants own a home that is wired with two meters and allege that the “make-up” bill rendered for unbilled service is illegal.  The Respondent issued a make-up bill because it did not read one of the meters since the Complainants became owners in March 2001.  The make-up bill was for an 18 month period but Respondent offered a 48 month pay back period.

The ALJ determined that the make-up bill should be reduced to reflect only one customer charge and that the second meter should be eliminated so that all electricity flows through one meter.

The Complainants contend that they cannot afford the expense of rewiring the housing to accommodate one meter.  The Office of Special Assistants (OSA) correctly recommends that the ALJ’s recommendation be reversed.  The Respondent has no responsibility to rewire the Complainants’ home after removing one of the meters.  Furthermore, it would violate the Respondent’s tariffs to do the rewiring at its expense.

I agree with the OSA analysis on this issue.

The ALJ’s second recommendation to only have the Complainants pay one customer charge even though there are two meters is more problematic.  The customer service charge is associated with reading the meters and rendering bills (TR 37).  It is erroneous for the ALJ to direct 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.  The Complainants purchased the premises with two meters.  It is inappropriate to waive the customer service charge for the second meter.
THEREFORE, I MOVE THAT:

1. The Office of Special Assistants’ recommendation is modified consistent with this Motion.

2. The customer service charge for the second meter should not be waived.


3. The Office of Special Assistants shall prepare the appropriate Order consistent with this Motion.
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